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THE TRANSLATOR’S PREFACE 

T his is a translation of Arislotehs, Grundlegung eincr Ge- 
schichte seiner EntwicMung, which was published at Berlin 
in 1923 by the Weidmannsche Buchhandlung. I have consulted 
the author on the meaning of numerous sentences, and he has 
made several alterations and additions to the German text as 
it appeared in 1923. The accuracy of the rendering has been 
criticized in part by Dr. Fritz C. A. Kolln. The propriety of the 
English has been criticized almost throughout by Dr. James 
Hutton. I am very grateful to these gentlemen. 

This translation is intelligible to persons who know no Greek. 
All Greek is rendered into English, and the books of ancient 
writings are referred to not by Greek letters but by Roman 
numerals. The only exception to this rule is Aristotle’s Meta- 
physics, where a peculiar situation makes any use of munerals 
confusing. 

For ease of recognition I have adopted standard translations 
of Greek authors as far as possible. I thank the Trustees of the 
Jowett Copyright Fund and the Delegates of the Oxford Uni- 
versity Press for permission to use their translation of the works 
of Aristotle, and Messrs. Heinanaim, the publishers of the Loeb 
Classical Library, for permission to reproduce R. D. Hicks’s 
translation of Aristotle’s wiU. I have ventured to quote an 
occasional sentence from other translators without asking per- 
mission. Differences of interpretation between Professor Jaeger 
and the Oxford translators have sometimes obliged me to depart 
from their rendering. The quotations from Imiblichus are trans- 
lated by myself. 


R. R. 




THE AUTHOR’S PREFACE TO THE 
GERMAN EDITION 


T his book, being at once treatise and monograph, demands a 
brief word of explanation. 

It does not seek to give a systematic account, but to analyse 
Aristotle’s writings so as to discover m them the half obhterated 
traces of his mental progress. Its biographical framework is 
intended merely to make more palpable the fact that his pre- 
viously undifferentiated mass of compositions falls into three 
distinct periods of evolution Owing to the meagreness of the 
material the picture that we thus obtain is of course fragmentary ; 
yet its outlines constitute a distinctly clearer view of Aristotle’s 
intellectual nature and of the forces that inspired his thmkmg. 
Primarily, this is a gain to the history of philosophical problems 
and origins. The author’s intention is, however, not to make a 
contribution to systematic philosophy, but to throw light on the 
portion of the history of the Greek mind that is designated by the 
name of Aristotle. 

Since 1916 I have repeatedly given the results of these re- 
searches as lectures at the universities of Kiel and Berlin ; even 
the literary form, with the exception of the conclusion, was estab- 
lished in essentials at that time The hterature that has since 
appeared is not very important for Aristotle himself anyhow, and 
I have noticed it only so far as I have learnt somethmg from it 
or am obhged to contradict it. The reader will look in vain for 
the results even of earher researches so far as they concern 
merely unimportant changes of opinion or of form ; such matters 
have nothing to do with development. Still less has my purpose 
been to analyse all Aristotle’s writings for their own sake and 
to complete a microscopic examination of aU their stages. The 
aim was solely to elucidate in its concrete significance, by means 
of evident examples, the phenomenon of his intellectual develop- 
ment as such. 

In conclusion I offer my profoundest thanks to the publisher, 
who, in spite of the unfavourableness of the times, boldly under- 
took the whole nsk of publishing this book. 


BERLIN, JSas/er, rpBj 


W. J. 



CONTENTS 


PAGE 


Introduction. THE PROBLEM , . . . *3 

PART I 

THE ACADEMY 

Chapter I. THE ACADEMY AT THE TIME OF ARISTOTLE'S 


ENTRANCE ....... H 

Chapter II. EARLY WORKS . , . . .24 

Chapter III. THE EUDEMUS . . . . .39 

Chapter IV. THE FROTREPTICUS . . . .54 

PART II 

TRAVELS 

Chapter V. ARISTOTLE IN ASSOS AND MACEDONIA . . 105 

Chapter VI. THE MANIFESTO ON PHILOSOPHY . , 124 

Chapter VII. THE EARLIEST METAPHYSICS . , .167 

Chapter VIII. THE GROWTH OF THE METAPHYSICS . . 194 

Chapter IX. THE ORIGINAL ETHICS , . . ,228 

Chapter X. THE ORIGINAL POLITICS . . . .259 

Chapter XI. THE ORIGIN OF THE SPECULATIVE PHYSICS AND 
COSMOLOGY . . . . . . .293 

PART III 

MATURITY 

Chapter XII. ARISTOTLE IN ATHENS .... 311 

Chapter XIII. THE ORGANIZATION OF RESEARCH . . 324 


Chapter XIV. THE REVISION OF THE THEORY OF THE PRIME 
MOVER ........ 342 

Chapter XV. ARISTOTLE'S PLACE IN HISTORY . . 3^8 


INDEXES 


. 407 



ARISTOTLE 




THE PROBLEM 


A ristotle was the first thinker to set up along with his 
-philosophy a conception of his own position in history ; he 
thereby created a new kind of philosophical consciousness, more 
responsible and inwardly complex. He was the inventor of the 
notion of intellectual development in time, and regards even 
his own achievement as the result of an evolution dependent 
solely on its own law. Ever57where in his exposition he makes 
his own ideas appear as the direct consequences of his criticism 
of his predecessors, especially Plato and his school. It was, 
therefore, both philosophical and Aristotelian when men fol- 
lowed him in this, and sought to understand him by means of 
the presuppositions out of which he had constructed his own 
theories. 

Such attempts, however, have not given us a vivid insight 
into the individual nature of his philosophy; and this cannot 
surprise the philologist, who is not accustomed to use a writer’s 
own estimate of himself as an objective document, or to take 
his standards from it. It was especially unprofitable to judge 
Aristotle, as was actually done, by his understanding of his 
predecessors, as if any philosopher could ever understand his 
predecessors in this sense. Surely there can be only one positive 
standard for Aristotle’s personal achievement, and that is not 
how he criticizes Plato but how he himself Platonizes (since 
that is what philosophizing means to him). Why he gave 
this particular direction to knowledge cannot be explained 
merely from previous history, but only from his own philosophical 
development ; just as he himself does not simply derive Plato’s 
position in the history of Greek thought from his predecessors, 
but explains it as the result of the meeting of those historical 
influences and Plato’s own creative originality. In the treatment 
of intellectual progress, if we are to give full weight to th e 
creative and underived element in great individuals, we must 
supplement the general tendency of the times with the organic 
development of the personality concerned. Aristotle himself 
shows the close relation between development and form; the 
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fundamental conception of his philosophy is ‘embodied form 
that lives and develops’ (Goethe). The aim is, he holds, to know 
the form and the entelechy by means of the stages of its growth. 
This is the only way in which the element of law in an intellectual 
‘ structure’ can be directly intuited. As he says at the beginning 
of his lecture on the preliminary stages of poUtical life, ‘ here and 
elsewhere we shall not obtain the best insight into things until 
we actually see them growing from the beginning'. 

It is one of those almost incomprehensible paradoxes in which 
the history of human knowledge abounds, that the principle of 
organic development has never yet been applied to its originator, 
if we exclude a few efforts which, though praiseworthy, have 
been quite partial and therefore without influence. It is no 
exaggeration to say that, at a time when a whole literature has 
been assembled about the development of Plato, scarcely any 
one speaks of that of Aristotle and almost nobody knows any- 
thing about it. In fact, our failure to apply the evolutionary 
point of view to him has finally come to be taken for an 
indication of his objective difference from Plato! While the 
history of the latter’s development threatens gradually to 
blind us to the constructive impulse that forms one of the 
fundamental elements of his thought, we have become accus- 
tomed to regard it as almost a sign of philosophical stupidity 
to inquire into the chronology and development of Aristotle’s 
doctrine and its sources. For, we think, the monad, carrying 
tunelessly within itself the germ of all particulars, is precisely 
the system. 

The main reason why no attempt has yet been made to 
describe Aristotle’s development is, briefly, the scholastic notion 
of his philosophy as a static system of conceptions. His inter- 
preters were past masters of his dialectical apparatus, but they 
had no personal experience of the forces that prompted his 
method of inquiry, or of his characteristic interplay of keen 
and abstract apodictic with a vivid and organic sense of form. 
Aristotle’s spiritualism is saturated with an intuitive vision of 
reality. The strict rigour of his demonstrations is only the 
salutary chain with which the fourth century restrained its 
overflowing energies. The failure to realize this goes back to the 
separation of the more specifically philosophical parts of his 



THE PROBLEM 5 

doctrine, the logic and the metaphysics, from the studies of em- 
pirical reality, a separation which was accomplished by the time 
of the third generation in the Peripatos. The service done later 
by the line of commentators beginning with Andronicus (first 
century B.c.), to whom we owe the preservation of the treatises, 
was very great. By clinging to the letter of the tradition they far 
surpassed the pitiable successors of Theophrastus and Strato in 
exactness of philosophical comprehension. But even they could 
not restore the original spirit. There was no steady advance of 
natural and mental science to serve as breedmg-ground, and 
therefore none of that fruitful interaction between experience 
and conception from which Aristotle’s speculative notions had 
drawn their flexibility and their adaptive power. Since then 
there has been no break in the continuity of our idea of Aristotle. 
Without a gap the Oriental tradition follows that of the com- 
mentators, and Occidental Aristotelianism follows the Oriental 
Each of them had an educational effect on its age that cannot 
be overestimated, but their peculiar characteristic is just that 
purely conceptual scholasticism which had already barred the 
ancient world from a living understanding of Aristotle. Men 
were unable to apprehend his philosophy as the product of his 
special genius working on the problems set him by his age, and 
so they confined their attention to the form in which it was 
expressed, without having any notion how it had grown to be 
what it was. In the meantime one of the main sources for his 
development, the dialogues and letters, had been lost, and the 
traditional attitude alone was to blame. This prevented all 
access to his personality. So it came about that the new love 
which the humanists aroused for antiquity did not make any 
difference to Aristotle, especially as he was accounted the prince 
of medieval scholasticism, which was thoroughly despised by 
Luther and the humanists alike. Aristotle is the only great 
figure of ancient philosophy and hterature who has never had a 
Renascence. Everybody knew, indeed, that he was a power to 
be reckoned with, and one of the foundations of the modem 
world, but he remained a tradition, for the reason, if for no other, 
that even after the days of humanism and the reformation men 
stiU had far too much need of his content. Melanchthon and the 
Jesuits both built their theology on his Metaphysics. MachiaveUi 
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got his rules from the Politics, the French critics and poets theirs 
from the Poetics Moralists and jurists have drawn on the Ethics, 
and all philosophers down to Kant and far beyond on the logic. 

As to the philologists, what has prevented them from pene- 
trating to the inner form of Aristotle's thoughts is not so much 
an excessively strong interest in the content as the narrow and 
superficial conception of ancient literary prose reintroduced by 
the humanists They have made acute studies of the writings 
that remain, and attempted to determine the text. But with the 
new feeling for style the unfinished state in which these works 
have come down to us was aesthetically displeasing. They were 
judged by the standard of literary writing, which they constantly 
flouted and which is wholly alien to their nature. Men naively 
compared the 'style' of the treatises with Plato's dialogues, and 
then lost themselves in enthusiasm for the marvellous art of the 
latter. By all kinds of rationalizing interference, by declaring 
disturbing passages spurious and transposing sentences or whole 
books, they tried to force the Aristotelian writings into the shape 
of readable handbooks. The reason for this sort of criticism was 
the failure to understand that provisional form which, being 
thoroughly characteristic of Aristotle's philosophy, constitutes 
the inevitable starting-pomt for every historical understanding 
of it. Even in the case of Plato, the importance of the form for 
the understanding of his peculiar thought has often been over- 
looked for long periods ; departmental philosophers and students 
of literature, in particular, are always prone to consider it as 
something literary, which had no material significance for 
Plato, in spite of the fact that it is unique in the history of 
philosophy. By now, however, most persons know that the 
study of the development of the form of his writings is one of 
the main keys to a philosophical understanding of him. With 
Aristotle, on the other hand, they still devote themselves ex- 
clusively to the content, all the more so because they suppose 
that he 'has no form whatever'. The Hellenistic rhetoricians' 
narrow notion of what constitutes literary form almost lost us 
his treatises, and is actually responsible for the disappearance of 
the Stoic and Epicurean writmgs. As soon as we abandon it 
the question of historical development naturally arises, for it is 
absolutely impossible to explain the peculiar state of the extant 
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writings without the supposition that they contain the traces of 
different stages in his evolution. Analysis of the treatises would 
lead us of itself to this conclusion, and the fragments of his lost 
literary works confirm it. The main purpose of this book must 
be, therefore, to show for the first time, by means of the frag- 
ments of the lost works and through the analysis of the more 
important treatises, that at the root of them there is a process of 
development It is in fact out of the interpretation of these 
documents, for an edition of the Metaphysics, that the present 
work arose. Philological criticism, however, is here directly 
subservient to philosophical inquiry, since we are concerned not 
merely with the outward condition of the writings as such, but 
also with the revelation which this condition gives us of the 
driving energy of Aristotle's thought. 




PART ONE 
THE ACADEMY 




CHAPTER I 

THE ACADEMY AT THE TIME OF ARISTOTLE’S 
ENTRANCE 

ACCORDING to the evidence of his biographer, which is re- 
./Aliable, Aristotle wrote to King Philip of Macedon that he 
had spent twenty years with Plato. Since he was a member of 
the Academy down to the time of the latter’s death (348/7), he 
must have entered it during 368/7. At that time he was a youth 
of about 17 years.* When he left he was approaching his forties. 

These acknowledged facts have aroused far too little remark. 
That a man of such profoundly original talent should have 
remained for so long a period under the influence of an out- 
standing genius of a totally different complexion, and should 
have grown up whoUy in his shadow, is a fact without parallel 
in the history of great thinkers, and perhaps of all independent 
and creative natures whatever. There is no safer index to a 
disciple’s powers of assimilation, and at the same time to the 
strength and sureness of his creative instinct, than his relation to 
a great master to whom he dedicates his youthful affections. 
The impersonal spiritual force that works through such a master 
frees the pupil’s powers by constraining them, and ripens him 
until he is ready to stand alone. Such was Aristotle’s intellectual 
development. It was his experience of Plato’s world that enabled 
him to break through into his own. It was the two together that 
gave his intellect the marvellous tautness, speed, and elasticity, 
by means of which he reached a higher level than Plato had, in 
spite of the definite difference between Plato’s unlimited and his 
own limited genius. Thereafter, to retreat from that level would 
have been to turn the wheel of fate backwards. 

Right down to the present day, Aristotle’s philosophical 
relation to Plato has frequently been supposed to be like that of 
a modem academic philosopher to Kant. That is to say, in a 

* The letter is mentioned in the Vita Marciana (Rose, Anstotelis Fragmenta, 
p. 427, 1 . 18 ; see also Ps. Ammon, ibid., p, 438, 1 . 13, and the Latin trans., p. 443, 
1. 12). The figure 17 does not appear m this passage, but had been linked up 
with it at least as early as the Alexandrian biographer, cf. Dionys. Hal. ad 
Amm. 5 (R 728). 
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mechanical way, he accepted certain bits of his master's doctrine 
and rejected others. Plato's uniqueness, and his pictorial way 
of philosophizing, naturally gave rise to the suspicion that 
Aristotle failed to understand his archetype. It was supposed 
that he missed the mythical, the plastic, and the intuitive in 
Plato; and, because they omitted these fundamental aspects, 
his criticisms seemed almost entirely beside the point. Being 
thoroughly abstract, they really involved a transition to another 
genus (lierdpacns eis oiKKo yevos). 

What a shortsighted and pettifogging charge ! It is clear from 
several passages that Aristotle was well aware of this feature m 
Plato's thought before he ever began to criticize him. How 
could the founder of psychology, and of its application to 
intellectual and aesthetic processes, possibly have been ignorant 
of it ? It was precisely Aristotle who first described, in short 
and teUing words, the poetic and prophetic elements which the 
modems suppose they were the first lo discover in Plato ; and 
his definition of the aesthetic nature of the dialogues is better 
than most of theirs. He never for a moment imagined that in 
describing the logical and ontological difficulties of Plato's 
theory he had disposed either of its historical significance or of 
the absolute value of its contents. This assertion does not need 
to be supported by quotation. It is self-evident to any one who 
knows that Aristotle did not approach Plato's views in a cold 
and critical spirit, but was at first spellbound for many years by 
the overwhelming personal impression that they made on him 
as a whole. 

It is, however, one thing to understand, and quite another to 
want to imitate and perpetuate in its entirety, such a compli- 
cated world as Plato's, so manifold in its intellectual tendencies 
and so individual in its presentation. Here is where profitable 
and unprofitable Platonism part company. It is unprofitable 
to cultivate an 'aesthetic' and insincere aping of the Platonic 
spirit, making great play with its favourite images and expres- 
sions. It is profitable to work at its problems ; and this, which 
Plato himself recognizes as the most important thing, necessarily 
leads beyond him. It is also profitable to realize the onesidedness 
of our modem thought, inevitable though this onesidedness is, 
by surveying with Aristotle the contrast between our sciences 
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and Plato’s irrecoverable spiritual unity. Aristotle’s attitude to 
this problem was different at different times. Beginning by 
naively trying to imitate and continue the Platonic manner, he 
came to distinguish between the abiding essence and the out- 
ward formulation, the latter of which is either determined by 
the accidents of the age or unique and so inimitable. He then 
sought to remove the form while retaining the essence. From 
being a perfected form the Platonic philosophy became to him 
the matter or OAti for something new and higher. He had 
accepted Plato’s doctrines with his whole soul, and the effort to 
discover his own relation to them occupied all his life, and is the 
clue to his development. It is possible to discern a gradual 
progress, in the various stages of which we can clearly recognize 
the unfolding of his own essential nature. Even his latest 
productions retain some trace of the Platonic spirit, but it is 
weaker than in the earlier ones His own notion of development 
can be applied to hunself- however strong the individuality of 
the ‘ matter ’, the new form finally overcomes its resistance. It 
grows until it has shaped the matter from within in accordance 
with its own law, and imposed its own shape upon it. Just as 
tragedy attains its own special nature (ioxe Tf|V ^cxurfis 90o-iv) 

' out of the dithyramb ’ by leading the latter through various 
forms, so Aristotle made himself out of the Platonic philosophy. 
The history of his development — and the order of the documents 
for this can be determined with certainty — ^represents a definite 
scale of graduated progress in this direction, although he never 
got beyond compromises in some matters. In these matters his 
pupils very often understood him better than he did himself ; 
that is to say, they excised the Platonic element in him and tried 
to retain only what was pure Aristotle. The specific Aristotle 
is, however, only half the real Aristotle. This his disciples 
failed to grasp, but he himself was always conscious of it. 

The Academy that Aristotle entered in 367 was no longer that 
of the time of the Symposium, around whose table Plato in the 
full tide of his enthusiasm had imagined the leaders of art and 
science and the representatives of Hellenic youth gathered to 
hear from the lips of the prophetess the great mystery of the 
birth of the intellect out of Eros. The essence of Plato’s philo- 
sophy had long ceased to lie in the figure that he had created in 
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his early works, the central figure of the philosopher Socrates 
In content and method it was now far beyond the Socratic field 
of problems. It was only by reading, and not through any living 
presence of the Socratic spirit in the Academy of the sixties, that 
Aristotle learnt what Socrates had meant to Plato and his early 
disciples. The Pha^do and the Gorgias, the Republic and the 
Symposium y were now the evidences, already classical, of a 
closed chapter in the master's life ; and they towered above the 
busy realities of the school like motionless Gods Any one whom 
these dialogues had drawn from distant places to enjoy Plato's 
actual presence must surely have been surprised to find no 
mysteries celebrated among the philosophers. They certainly 
radiated a revolutionizing force and a new seriousness, and these 
Aristotle found in the Academy also , but their classic doctrines 
about the Ideas, about unity and multiplicity, about pleasure 
and pain, about the state, about the soul and virtue, were by no 
means inviolable sanctuaries in the discussions of the students. 
They were constantly being tested, defended, and altered, in the 
light of acute distinctions and laborious examinations of their 
logical validity. The distinctive feature was that the learners 
themselves took part in this common effort. The images and 
myths of the dialogues remained Plato's most characteristic and 
irrecapturable work; but, on the other hand, the discussion of 
conceptions became along with the Academy's religious tendency 
the essential principle of the school. These were the only 
two elements in Plato's thought that were transferable, and 
the more students he attracted the more they preponderated 
over the artistic side of his nature. Where the opposing forces 
of poetry and dialectic are mixed in a single mind it is natural 
for the former to be progressively stifled by the latter, but in 
Plato's case the school carried him irresistibly in this direction. 

The set of Aristotle's mind was decided by the fact that he 
entered the Academy just as this momentous alteration, the 
development of Plato's later dialectic, was beginning to make 
headway. Thanks to the recent advances of research we can 
follow this process with chronological exactitude in the great 
methodological dialogues that Plato wrote during these years, 
TheaetetuSy SopMsty Statesmafiy Parmenides, and Philehus. The 
first dialogue of the group, the Theaetetus, was written soon after 
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the death in 369 of the famous mathematician whose memory it 
honours.^ It is the more characteristic of the Academy at the 
time of Aristotle's entrance because in this and the following 
dialogues [Sophist and Statesman) the work of the school, which 
had been almost entirely concealed in the writings of the classical 
period, begins to press Plato’s whole literary activity into its 
service, and has thus left a picture of itself that lacks no essential 
feature 2 In order to understand Aristotle and his relation to 
Plato it is important not to set out from the vague notion of 
'Plato’ as a whole, but to substitute the precise conception of 
his last period, the abstract and methodological period that 
began about 369. This gave Aristotle a definite direction, and 
opened up a field of work suitable to his particular disposition. 

Socratic thought always kept close to real life, and the early 
Plato was a reformer and an artist. In contrast to this, Aristotle’s 
thought was abstract, and his attitude was that of the pure 
scientist. But these traits were not his private property; they 
were common to the whole Academy during the time when he 
belonged to it. In the Theaetetus we have the apotheosis of the 
un-Socratic philosopher of Plato’s later days. The machinery of 
the dialogue gives the delineation of the type to Socrates, but the 
picture he draws has no resemblance to himself, according to his 
own faithful characterization of himself in the Apology, but to 
the mathematical recluse ; and it is obvious that the new con- 

* For the external reasons for this date see the conclusive arguments of Eva 
Sachs, De Theaeteto Athemensi Mathematico, Berlin, 1914, pp. 18 ff. The mam 
evidence, of course, comes from the stylistic and philosophical analyses of the 
dialogue, both of which confirm the external arguments for lateness The 
Sophist, which is the positive development of the problem of the TheaeUius, 
retains its setting, as does the Statesman ; but no one nowadays considers the 
Sophist an ‘elementary’ dialogue coming at the beginning of Plato's develop- 
ment, as did Zeller and those who preceded him. Campbell's fundamental 
researches took some time to make their way into Germany, but have since 
been confirmed on all sides by later investigations The final touch has been 
given by the history of the development of Plato's dialectic, which is a later 
addition ; see especially J Stenzcl's Studien zuv Entwicklung dev platonischcn 
Dialektik (Breslau, 1917), to which I am much indebted. 

* Since the appearance of the German edition of this book Friediich Solmsen 
has tried to determine more exactly how far the picture presented by the 
dialectical dialogues agrees with the actual philosophical activities of the 
Academy, and how far it falls short of it. See his ‘Die Entwicklung dcr 
anstotelischen Logik und Rhetorik’ {Neue Fhilologische CJntersuchungen^ ed. 
by Werner Jaeger, vol. iv, Berlin, 1929), p. 240. His observations form a 
valuable addition to what is said above. 
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ception of the 'theoreticar life has helped to determine its 
features. Socrates had concerned himself solely with man, and 
not with that which is above the heaven or under the earth. 
The Theaetetus, on the other hand, speaks of the philosophical 
soul as 'geometrizing* and "astronomizing*.’^ She is indifferent 
to what is near at hand ; she despises precisely those practical 
activities that occupied the hves of Socrates* favourite hearers ; 
and she roams in lofty distances, as is solemnly quoted from 
Pindar. 

The Thmddus unmistakably refers to the forthcoming 
appearance of the Parmenides, The latter was pretty certainly 
written before the former*s sequels, the Sophist and the States- 
man ; hence it was probably finished when Aristotle entered the 
school, and cannot in any case be much later. Those who suggest 
that Aristotle was the author of the objections which this 
dialogue raises to the theory of Ideas, are making the unlikely 
supposition that he took the initiative in a revolutionary manner 
while he was stOl extremely young and had only just entered the 
society. The dialogue shows that before Aristotle the Academy 
had already gone far in criticizing the hybrid character of the 
Ideas, half substances and half abstractions. It could not be 
long before the two were separated. Plato himself, indeed, 
thought that he could overcome the difficulties ; nevertheless he 
prepared the way for what happened when he recognized it as in 
principle correct to make laborious logical and ontological exam- 
inations of the Ideas, as is done in this dialogue and in later ones. 
Aristotle's speculations cannot be linked up with the Phaedo 
or the Republic and the Idea-theory as it appears in them. 

In the Theaetetus Theaetetus and Theodorus are opposite 
types. One represents the young generation of mathematicians, 
who are interested in philosophy ; the other the old, who will not 
hear of it, though they are experts in their own subject. It was 
not an accident that Plato’s relations to famous mathematicians 
found expression in a dialogue precisely at this time. For about 
the year 367 Eudoxus of Cyzicus brought his school to Athens, 
in order to discuss with Plato and his followers the problems that 
interested both parties.^ 

* Theaet 173 e -174 a . 

= Tannery’s conjecture (Histo%re de Vasironomie, p. 296, n. 4) is confirmed by 
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This event attracted a good deal of attention, and from that 
time on we constantly find members of this school of mathemati- 
cians and astronomers in communication with the Academy. 
Helicon and Athenaeus are examples. As early as the Republic 
we can observe the effects of Theaetetus' discovery of solid 
geometry. After their intercourse with Eudoxus, Plato and his 
followers took a very great interest in the attempts of the Cyzi- 
cenian school to explain the irregular movements of the planets 
by simple mathematical suppositions. This was not the only 
way in which Eudoxus stimulated them. He tremendously 
enlarged their notions of geography and human culture by 
bringing exact reports of Asia and Egj^t, and by describing from 
extended personal experience the status of astronomy in those 
parts. His contribution to ethical questions was also important. 
The problem of the nature and meaning of pleasure and pain, 
which was to be so central in Aristotle's ethics, led to one more 
great debate within the Academy in Plato’s later years. Xeno- 
crates, Speusippus, and Aristotle contributed works On Pleasure 
to it ; Plato contributed the Philebus Many years afterwards 
Aristotle, who met Eudoxus right at the beginning of his stay in 
the Academy, could stDl speak of his personal impression with 
real warmth, when he was recalling the stimulus that Eudoxus 
gave. Eudoxus also raised difficulties about the Ideas and 
suggested an alteration of the theory. ^ In every field Plato’s 
school began to attract more and more strangers, some of them 
of the most diverse types. His travels had brought him into 
close connexion with the Pythagoreans gathered round Archytas 
at Tarentum. Their influence reached as far as Sicily, and in 
Sicily at this time there flourished the medical school of 
Philistion, whose importance was so great that we must reckon 

the Ltfe (Rose, p. 429 , 1 i) according to which Aristotle entered the Academy 
under Eudoxus Some excerptor must have misunderstood the statement and 
taken Eudoxus for an archon. What his authority told him was simply that 
Aristotle's entry coincided with Eudoxus* presence. Cf. Eva Sachs (who 
follows F Jacoby), op. cit„ p. 17, n. 2. 

* For Aristotle on Eudoxus* character and theory of pleasure see Eth. Ntc, X. 2. 
For the latter’s proposed reformulation of the Idea-theory see Metaph, A 9, 
991^ 17: and at greater length in the second book On Ideas (Rose, frg. 189). 
which has been preserved by Alexander in his commentary on the passage. 
Eiidoxus proposes to regard participation as the immanence of the Ideas in the 
things, and to this Anstotle strongly objects. That participation was the most 
debated problem of the time is clear from Plato's later dialogues. 

3803 ^ 
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among its spiritual members such an author and physician as 
Diodes of Carystus in Euboea. Plato must have had relations 
with Philistion. The author of the spurious second letter appears 
to know that Plato visited Philistion, and even seemingly that 
the latter was invited to Athens. If not Philistion himself, at 
any rate some real member of his school is concealed behind the 
unnamed ‘Sicilian doctor’ whose impatience at the logical hair- 
splittings of the Academy is described by a contemporary comic 
poet.* Incidentally this story shows that, although Plato was 
accustomed to converse with specialists in all fields, the result 
was often merely to reveal the unbridgeable gulf between Ionic 
or Sicilian science and what Plato understood by that word. 
The fact that he makes copious use of the latest researches in 
medicine, mathematics, and astronomy, in order to construct 
his story of creation in the Timaeus, must not blind us to the 
independent manner in which he handles this material. 

The Academy of Plato’s later days did indeed get through a 
great mass of material, and this environment no doubt made 
it possible for an Aristotle to learn by his own efforts the 
significance of empirical facts, which later became so integral 
to his researches; but the present universal custom of speak- 
ing of an ‘organization of the sciences’ in the Academy is 
wrong.^ Modem academies and universities cannot claim Plato 
as their model. The notion of a systematic unity of all sciences 
was totally foreign to him, and stiU more so was its realization 
in an encyclopaedic organization of all subjects for purposes 
of teaching and research. Medicine, mathematics, astronomy, 
geography, and anthropology, the whole system of historical 
sciences, and that of the rhetorical and dialectical arts, to 
mention only the main channels of Greek thought, arose each by 
itself, though several were sometimes combined in one person, 
and went each on its own way undisturbed. To a Theodorus or 
a Theaetetus it would have seemed a very peculiar notion to 
combine into one universal system of sciences their mathematics 
and the researches that some sophists were making into Greek 

^ Epicrates frg. 287 (Kock) . See alsoM, Wellmann's Fragments dev stkehscJien 
Avzte (Berlin, 1907), p 68, and my article 'Das Pneuma im Lykeion* (Hermes, 
vol 48), p. 51, n. 3. 

* It has been umversal since H. Usener's new famous article in vol 53 (1884) 
of the Preussische Jahrbucher, reprinted in Vortrdge und Aufsdtze, p. 69. 
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culture or archaeology. The physicians also stood quite alone. 
Democritus, and after him Eudoxus, who to some extent 
anticipates the type that Aristotle represented, are abnormal 
phenomena. Eudoxus was marvellously manysided. To 
mathematics and astronomy he joined geography, anthropology, 
medicine, and philosophy; and was himself productive in the 
first four fields. 

Plato was concerned exclusively with 'Being'. If we are to 
give him his place in the tradition of Greek thought, he is one of 
the representatives of the speculation about substance (oCfoia). 
With his theory of Ideas he gave it a new turn ; in fact, he really 
restored it to life. Starting from the Ideas, and being concerned 
solely with unity and the supersensible, he does not at first touch 
the manifold and empirical world at any point. The direction 
of his inquiries is away from phenomena towards something 
' higher The sheer necessities of his speculation about concepts 
did indeed lead him to develop the method of division, which 
later became enormously important for Aristotle's attempt to 
get an empirical grasp of plants and animals, as well as of the 
mental world. But Plato himself was not concerned to reduce 
individuals to a system. They lay below the realm of Ideas ; 
and, being completely infinite (SnrEipov), were unknowable. His 
notion of the individual (arojjiov) was that of the lowest Form, 
which is not further divisible and lies on the border between 
phenomena and Platonic science and reality. The many classi- 
fications of plants, &c., that Epicrates speaks of, which were 
generally felt to be the most characteristic and peculiar occu- 
pation followed in the Academy (even Speusippus' great 
semllances was apparently concerned solely therewith), were 
pursued not from interest in the objects themselves, but in order 
to learn the logical relations of conceptions ; this is illustrated by 
the quantity of books put forward in the school at this time 
with the title of Classifications. In classifying plants the members 
no more aimed at producing a real botanical system than Plato 
in the Sophist aims at a historical study of the real sophists.* 

* In the fragment previously referred to Epicrates does not imply that the 
Platomsts pursued botanical inquiries in a positive spirit What he is laughing 
at IS the enthusiasm for classification that led them to hold relations between 
conceptions more important than the things themselves. 'They were defining 
the world of nature and dividing the life (piov) of animals and the nature of trees 
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It is no great distance from such classifications of the real to 
the notion of a single science embracing as many departmental 
sciences as there are departments of reality (6v). And although 
the articulation of the positive sciences was not effected until 
Aristotle’s notion of reality had replaced Plato’s transcendental 
being,' it remains a remarkable fact that the idea of a systemati- 
zation of the departmental sciences, each of which had arisen 
independently, was an afterthought due to the Attic philosophy 
of conceptions and its enthusiasm for classification. It is almost 
too late now to estimate the advantages and disadvantages of 
carrying this systematization through in detail. Presumably 
both have been pretty large. At no period when research was 
truly flourishing has the general spirit of a particular philosophy 
ever thoroughly permeated aU the sciences ; and this is natural 
since each science has its own spirit and its own principle. Only 
through dual natures, or where the lead in philosophy has been 
taken by famous scientists who imbued it with the spirit of 
particular branches of research, has a partial permeation 
occurred. Aristotle, Leibniz, and Hegel, very different types, 
are the most important examples of this. 

Plato himself had some specialized imderstanding of 
mathematical questions, which enabled him to follow the 
important contemporary developments of the science. He was 
also interested in astronomy so far as it could then be treated 
mathematically. In later life he devoted himself seriously to the 
physics of the elements, hoping to be able to give a mathematical 
derivation of the qualitative differences between the so-called 

and the species of vegetables ; and among these latter they were examining 
what IS the species of the pumpkin/ 

TTepl ydtp 90or6cos □c(popi36|iEVoi 
jcjicov TE plov 

l^^vlpcov TE ipOcriV ^Qtxcivcov TE y^VTl, 

iv toOrois Tf^v KoXoKuvrriv 
-rivos £otI y^ouj 

Here ptos does not mean the habits of animals, which would be liana. It is 
the same as 'nature' and ‘genus’, and these are actual terms from Plato's 
dialectic, as are ‘defimtion’, 'division*, and ‘examination’, of conceptions. 
The fragments of Speusippus* 'Onoia have been collected by P. Lang, De 
Speusippi Academici scnptis (Bonn, 1911, Diss.) The title itself shows what 
the aim of the book was. 

* 'There are as many parts of philosophy as there are kinds of substances', 
Anst Metaph. r 2, 1004a 2. 
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elements of Empedocles, which he regarded as mere phases. 
His only other interests m phenomena lay in the sphere of 
medicine and in that of ethics and pohtics. In the latter he 
collected, especially for the Laws, extensive material on criminal 
law and the history of civilization. It was thus during the period 
when Aristotle was a member of the school that he turned his 
attention to particulars And the stimulus that his collection of 
new historical and political matter gave to Aristotle is clear from 
the numerous coincidences between the Laws and the Politics. 
On the other hand, Aristotle lacked the temperament and the 
ability for anything more than an elementary acquaintance with 
the Academy’s chief preoccupation, mathematics; while the 
Academy, contrariwise, could not stimulate him in the field of 
biological science in which his own true genius lay. 

Fruitful and congenial as was the youthful Aristotle’s experi- 
ence of the strict and methodical procedure of the various 
sciences, the impression made upon him by Plato’s personality 
was the strongest of all. Plato surveyed all those fertile plains 
from the high vantage-point of his own creative spirit and in- 
ward vision, and Aristotle was whoUy preoccupied with him. 

It is not our purpose here to discuss the influence of Plato’s 
personality on his contemporaries, or to reduce his position in 
the history of knowledge to a formula, although to a man like 
Aristotle this latter question was naturally the kernel of his 
whole attitude to Plato. The elements out of which his work 
arose did not include either Ionic ioropia (inquiry) or the 
rationalizing Enlightenment of the sophists, although these two, 
in spite of their disparity, together constituted the forms of 
knowledge par excellence at the time. The first of these elements 
was (i) the phronesis or wisdom of Socrates. This bore only 
a superficial resemblance to the rationalism of the sophists. 
Essentially it was rooted in the realm, hitherto undiscovered by 
Greek science and philosophy, of an ethical consciousness of 
absolute standards. It demanded a new and superempirical 
conception of intellectual intuition. The second and third 
elements, which were also foreign to contemporary thought, 
were two new additions to the Socratic philosophy, produced by 
^yiag phronesis a supersensible object and making this a 'form'. 
These were (2) the Idea, which was the result of a long process 
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of visual and aesthetic development in the Greek mind, and 
(3) the long-neglected study of ouaia or substance, to which Plato 
gave new material by the problem of the one and the many, and 
living and tangible content by the invention of the Ideas. The 
last element was (4) the dualism of the Orphic myth of the soul, 
to which his whole constitution inclined him, and which, watered 
by his fertile imagination, took firm root in the new conception 
of being. 

When we consider these four elements it is not difficult to 
suppose that he affected the ordinary educated person as a 
mixture of poet, reformer, critic, and prophet. (The strictness 
with which he imposed his new method on himself would not at 
first make any difference to this impression ) Hence it is not 
surprising that, in view of the gulf between him and all other 
science, both ancient and modem, he has been called a mystic 
and expelled from the history of thought. If this simple solution 
were right, however, it would be very hard to understand why 
he has had such a great influence on the destinies of human 
knowledge; and the fact that he was the sun around which 
revolved persons like Theaetetus, Eudoxus, and Aristotle, that 
is to say, the most talented pioneers of scientific research that 
the fourth century produced, is sufficient to condemn the cheap 
wisdom whose notion of the complexity of intellectual currents 
is so inadequate that it would strike the most revolutionary of 
all philosophers out of the history of knowledge, because he 
discovered not merely new facts but also new dimensions. 

Aristotle saw as clearly as Eudoxus that Plato, in his philo- 
sophical work, had welded together scientific discoveries, 
elements of myth, and mysterious spiritual realms to which the 
eye of knowledge had never penetrated. This weld was by no 
means the mere result of the creator's subjective inclination ; it 
was necessarily determined by the historical situation, the 
elements in which were later analysed by Aristotle with a 
profound understanding alike of the creation and of its creator. 
At first, however, he abandoned himself without reserve to 
this incomparable and indivisible world, as is shown by the 
fragments of his early writings, and it was precisely the 
non-scientific elements in Plato's philosophy, that is, the meta- 
physical and religious parts of it, that left the most lasting 



AT THE TIME OF ARISTOTLE'S ENTRANCE 23 
imprint on his mind. He must have been unusually receptive 
for such impressions. It was their conflict with his own scientific 
and methodical tendencies that later gave rise to most of his 
problems ; and their strength is beautifully shown by the fact 
that he never sacrificed them, although in scientific matters he 
went beyond Plato at every point. In Plato he sought and found 
a man to lead him in a new life, just as in his dialogue Nerinthus 
he makes the simple Corinthian countryman, enthralled by the 
Gorgias, abandon his plough to seek and follow the master. 

Plato explains the connexion between knowing the good and 
following it in his seventh letter. The knowledge which according 
to Socrates makes men good, and that which is commonly called 
scientific knowledge, are distinct. The former is creative, and can 
only be attained by souls that have a fundamental affinity to 
the object to be known, namely, the good, the just, and the 
beautiful. There is nothing to which Plato right down to the end 
of his life was more passionately opposed than the statement 
that the soul can know what is ]ust without being just.^ This, 
and not the systematization of knowledge, was his aim in found- 
ing the Academy. It remained his aim to the end, as is shown 
by this letter that he wrote in his old age. Let there be a 
communion (cnjjfjv) of the elect, of those who, once their souls 
have grown up in the atmosphere of good, are able by virtue of 
their superior equipment to share at last in the knowledge that 
is 'like a light kindled by leaping fire’. It seems to him, Plato 
says, that the search after this knowledge is a thing not for the 
mass of mankind, but only for the few who with a slight hint can 
find it for themselves. ^ 


^ Ep, VII. 344 A 


* Ibid. 341 c-E. 



CHAPTER II 
EARLY WORKS 

ARISTOTLE WTote a series of works in dialogue form. The 
-/^fragments that remain of them are not studied as much as 
they should be, partly because it is pleasanter to leave such 
troublesome work to philologists, but also because of the con- 
viction, which has always obtained in the Peripatetic school, 
that the true Aristotle is to be found in the treatises. Even if we 
only wish to understand the treatises, however, the fragments of 
the lost dialogues can teach us a great deal If we knew nothing 
else about the relation between the two kinds of writing, it 
would be highly significant to be able to determine that the 
dialogues, modelled on those of Plato, belong almost entirely to 
Aristotle's early years, and that in his later period he practically 
abandoned literary activity (since the treatises are merely the 
written basis of his very extensive activities as teacher and 
lecturer). There are indeed exceptions to this statement. 
Alexander or Colonization must, to judge from its title, have been 
a dialogue belonging to the time when Alexander's racial policy 
in Asia obliged Aristotle to make public announcement of his 
disapproval to the Greek-reading world. This straggler there- 
fore had a special reason in Aristotle's political position. Mutatis 
mutandis, the same is true of the collection of 158 Constitutions, 
which was intended for publication and was written in a clear 
and lively style, as we can teU from that of the Constitution of 
Athens. In spite of these exceptions, however, it remains true to 
say that in the course of his development Aristotle radically 
altered his views about the necessity of presenting science in 
literary form, and about the relation between literary and 
truly productive work. 

With Plato the primary impulse was originally the formative 
one. He did not write in order to set out the contents of his 
doctrine. His desire was to show the philosopher in the dramatic 
instant of seeking and finding, and to make the doubt and con- 
flict visible ; and that not in a mere intellectual operation, but in 
the fight against pseudo-science, political power, society, and 
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his own heart ; for the spirit of Plato's philosophy necessarily 
collided with all these forces. According to his original view of 
it, philosophy is not a sphere of theoretical discoveries but a 
reorganization of all the fundamental elements of life. Consider, 
for example, the paradoxical picture of the philosopher in the 
TheaeUtuSf or the duel between the Socrates of the Gorgias and 
Callicles, who represents the egoistical, might-is-right view of 
state and society. These dialogues have nothing but the name 
in common with the didactic conversations of Giordano Bruno, 
Hume, or Schopenhauer. Plato was writing the philosopher's 
tragedy. Unlike his imitators he never gave mere theoretical 
differences of opinion under a stylistic veneer. 

The Theaetetus, which is contemporary with Aristotle's 
entrance into the Academy, is the first of a group of dialogues 
that are radically different from the earlier ones both in form 
and in content; and it ushers in the transference of Plato's 
main philosophical interests to methodological, analytical, and 
abstract studies.^ In this group the equilibrium between the 
aesthetic and the philosophical elements in Plato's mind is 
destroyed for the sake of the latter. The discords, clearly 
perceptible to delicate ears, begin to appear in the Theaetetus, 
They are due not so much to the lack of outward polish in the 
form as to the conquest of Plato's dramatic impulse by his 
abstract interest in method, to the consistent pursuit of a single 
question along a single level track. A man can indeed find Plato 
the dramatist even here, so long as he is able to detect reversal 
of fortunes (TTEpiTOTEia) and complication (ttAokt)) even in the 
development of methodological and abstract ideas. But in spite 
of the artistic elaborateness of its construction it remains signifi- 
cant that this very dialogue seems to most modern philosophers 
Plato's 'greatest philosophical achievement'. It is in fact 
almost a treatise, positive though critical; and it is not an 
accident that in the introduction Plato refers to his previous 

* J. Stenzel was tlie first to give any thorough, account of the connexion 
between Plato’s philosophical development and his form. See his address 
' Literarische Form und philosophischer Gehalt des platonischen Dialogs', 
Jahreshencht d. SchUsischen Gesellschaft fur vaterL Kultur, 1916; reprinted in 
Stud%en zur EntwicklungsgeschichU der platomschen DiahkUk, &c., Breslau, 1917, 
pp. 123 ff. For the late dialogues see the chapter on 'Die neue Methode’, 
PP. 4 S fi. 
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method of writing dialogues, and announces simplifications the 
aim of which is to give greater scientific lucidity and directness 
to the exposition.^ 

The Sophist and the Statesman show more clearly the difficulty 
that Plato now has with the dialogue form. The application of 
the method of division to a particular conception, descending 
step by step from the universal to the particular, is such an 
undramatic and monotonous procedure that at the beginning of 
the Sophist the leader of the discussion is obliged to tell his 
interlocutors not to interrupt him too often, or preferably to 
listen to a continuous speech.^ This amounts to openly abandon- 
ing Socrates* ' obstetnc * method of discussion, and announcing 
that from now on the dialogue form is nothing but an unessential 
styhstic ornament. The Timaeus and the Philehus are not 
exceptions ; what they offer to the reader as dialogue is merely a 
transparent veil of style thrown over a purely doctrinal content. 
It is not any vivacity in the conversation that gives the Timaeus 
its tremendous effectiveness. The Philehus could be transformed 
without difficulty into a methodical and unified treatise much 
like Aristotle's Ethics, In the Laws the last trace of scenic 
illusion is gone. The delineation of character (f)0oTroua) is 
consciously renounced; and the whole is a solemn address or 
proclamation, not by Socrates but by Plato himself, the stranger 
from Athens. 3 

As was logical, the figure of Socrates, after having been rele- 

* Theaet 143 b. The Theaetetus retains the outward form of a Socratic 
dialogue, and frequently makes express reference to Socrates' midwifery. But 
this very selfconscious reflection on the nature and limits of the Socratic 
method, which is strongly emphasized, shows that Plato is now purposely using 
the old form of cross-examination (lAeyxos) merely to clear the ground for his 
question about the definition of knowledge. Stenzel rightly points out the close 
connexion between the Theaetetus and the SopMst, the latter solves the 
problems raised by the former, and it does not use ‘midwifery'. Cf Socrates' 
final words at Theaet 210 c : ' These are the limits of my art ; I can no farther go * 

® Soph. 217 T>. It is true that they are still going to give remark for remark 
(Ittos TTpos Sttos), it being assumed that the answerer will always say yes ; but that 
is something quite different from the old ‘obstetric' conversation ‘by question 
and answer', where the questioner puts forward no views but only gets the 
answerer to do so 

3 The author of the Epinomis judges the real state of affairs correctly in 
980 D. He makes the Athenian remind the two others of a famous passage of 
the Laws in words that absolutely abandon all dramatic reality: ‘if you 
remember; for, to be sure, you made notes (Oiroiivt^ljiocTot) at the time’. Here we 
are suddenly m the middle of a lecture. 
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gated to minor roles from the Sophist onwards, is finally dropped 
in the Laws, In the Philebus he appears once more, for the last 
time, because this dialogue discusses questions that had been 
raised by the real Socrates. (The answers are obtained, however, 
by means of methods that would never have occurred to him.) 
In this last period the separation between the historical Socrates 
and Plato's own philosophizing is complete. And that is another 
sign that his general tendency towards science, logic, and dogma 
is seeking self-expression. The last fruit of the theory of Forms 
was the methods of classification and abstraction, which are 
what Plato means by dialectic in the narrow sense of his later 
works. These methods had revolutionized the form of the 
controversial dialogue that arose out of the Socratic cross- 
examination . They had made it psychologically meaningless and 
almost turned it into a treatise. No further progress was possible 
in this direction. It was only a question of time before the great 
art of the classical Platonic dramas died out, for its root was 
dead. This was the moment at which the young Aristotle began 
to take a hand.^ 

All members of the Academy wrote dialogues, though none 
wrote more and weightier ones than Aristotle. This fact is 
significant for the relation of the new generation to Plato. They 
all used the dialogue as a ready-made form, without asking 
themselves how far such an imitation was possible. The Greeks 
naturally tended to imitate everything once it was ' discovered' ; 
and they had not yet realized that Plato's dialogue in its 
classical perfection was something absolutely inimitable, the 
flower of a unique combination of historical necessity, individual 
creative power, and particular experience. His pupils regarded 
the dialogue as the established vehicle for giving living form to 
esoteric philosophy, and hence every one desired to see the 
master's effect on himself reproduced in such a medium. But 
the more they realized that, because of the intimate unity 
of his personality, life, and works, Plato was an indivisible 

* No one has yet tned to connect Aristotle's dialogue with the development 
of Plato's form. R. Hirzel (Der Dialog, p. 275) does not even put the question. 
Using a merely general impression of Plato’s dialogues, he can only see the 
Aristotelian type as opposed to it. He regards the two kinds as due simply to 
the difference in the characters of the two authors, and does not do justice to 
the factors inherent in the situation. 
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magnitude that could not be taken over as a whole without 
producing either a dead scholasticism or a literary dilettantism, 
the more they consciously set themselves to find fundamentally 
new forms for that which was scientific and objective in him 
and so could be detached. These attempts properly took their 
departure not from the dialogues but from Plato's oral teaching. 
It is significant both of the youthful Aristotle's natural affinity 
to Plato and of his inability to view him objectively that he did 
not at once take this way, but began by continuing the dialogue. 
Clearly he found the essential Plato more alive, more powerful, 
and more objective, m the dialogue than in any other form. 

The remaining fragments of his dialogues, together with the 
reports of antiquity and the imitations of later writers (he had 
an especially powerful influence on Cicero), enable us to infer 
that Aristotle invented a new kind of literary dialogue, namely 
the dialogue of scientific discussion. He rightly saw that the 
shadow-existence of the 'obstetric' question and answer must 
be done away, since it had lost its real function by becommg a 
mere cloak for 'long speeches ' ; but, while Plato in his later days 
was tending to replace dialogue by dogmatic lecture, Aristotle 
set speech against speech, thus reproducing the actual life of re- 
search in the later Academy. One of the speakers took the lead, 
gave the subject, and summed up the results at the end. This 
naturally put narrow limits to the delineation of personality. 
The art of writing the speeches was taken over from rhetoric and 
developed in accordance with the precepts of Plato's Phaedms, 
The dialogue now depended for its effect more on its character 
(fjOos) as a whole than on the ethopoeia of particular persons ; and, 
while it lost in aesthetic objectivity, it presumably gained in 
unity of mood and tendency. It was, therefore, only logical for 
Aristotle finally to make himself the leader in his own dialogues. 

This alteration, while it did not restore the original Socratic 
purpose of the dialogue (that was irretrievably lost), gave it once 
more a real content, one that corresponded to the new form of 
the conversations in which it had always had its root. Instead 
of the arena of arguments, with the dramatic thrust and counter- 
thrust of eristical duels, there were long theoretical examinations 
and demonstrations, conducted according to strict method. 
The change may be deplored ; but it was inevitable, as Plato had 
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recognized when he abandoned ' obstetric' conversation and the 
delineation of character. The historians of literature, who do 
not see what inner forces were at work, suppose themselves to 
have established that Aristotle brought about the decline of the 
dialogue. On the contrary, he merely performed the inevitable 
transition to another stage. The dialogue of discussion is simply 
an expression of the fact that the scientific element in Plato 
finally burst its form and remoulded it to suit itself. It was not 
a mere matter of aesthetics; it was a development of the 
philosophic mind, which necessarily produced its own new 
form. 

It IS customary to apply the casual remarks of later writers 
about the characteristics of Aristotle's dialogue to all of them, 
but the mere titles show that that is impossible. Eudemus or On 
the Soul and Gryllus or On Rhetoric cannot have been very 
different from the earlier Platonic type of which the Phaedo and 
the Gorgias are examples. One of the fragments of the Eudemus 
still retains the Socratic technique of question and answer.^ 
Whether Aristotle appeared as leader of the discussion in 
dialogues of this type is to be doubted. Those in which we are 
told that he was the leader, the Statesman in two books and the 
Philosophy in three, were obviously almost didactic works, and 
thus entirely different ^ Plato's example ought to be enough to 

* Frg 44 (I give the numbers of the fragments according to the Teubner 
edition of Rose's Aristotehs Fragmenta, 1886. They are different from those 
in the earlier Academy edition.) There is, however, no midwifery about this 
question and answer It is the learner who asks questions, while the other gives 
him systematic information. The conversation is reported by a third person, as 
in the earlier Plato Aristotle thus docs not use the principle laid down at the 
beginning of the Theaetetus 

^ Frgs, 8, 9, and 78. The last passage (Cic Ep. ad Quintum fr. III. 5, 1) 
seems to refer not merely to the Statesman (' de pracstante viro ') but also to 
the books On Justice (‘do republica', cf next note), which Cicero must have 
known As soon as we look at the passages concerned without presuppositions, 
it becomes obvious that there is no point in the attempts to explain the 'con- 
tradiction' in Cicero’s statements about the mos Aristotelius In Ad Att. XIII. 
19, 4, he says it is Aristotelian for the author himself to lead the discussion In 
Ad Jam. I 9, 23, he calls the style of his books De Oratore Aristotelian, although 
he is not himself the leader in them In each place he is right. Anstotle did not 
take the lead in all his dialogues ; in the Gryllus and the Eudemus he certainly 
did not appear at all. It is Aristotelian to have a series of long speeches; it is 
Aristotelian to have a special introduction to each book of a dialogue; it is 
Aristotelian to put oneself into the dialogue. But there is no passage which says 
that a dialogue is not Aristotelian unless it exhibits all three of these pecu- 
liarities at once. We must not try to squeeze a single and constant type of 
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prevent us from supposing that Aristotle had a fixed form which 
he never changed. As a matter of fact, his development as a 
writer of dialogue includes all stages from 'obstetric' conversa- 
tion to the pure treatise. It runs parallel to his development as a 
philosopher, or rather is its organic expression. 

It is often possible to show that particular Aristotelian 
dialogues are modelled on particular Platonic ones, especially in 
their contents. The Eudemtts is related in this way to the 
Phaedo, the Gryllus to the Gorgias, and the books On Justice to 
the Republic.^ The Sophist and the Statesman, like the Sympo- 
sium and the Menexenus, were naturally suggested by Plato's 
dialogues of the same name. The Protrepiicus, which was not a 
dialogue, reveals the influence of the protreptic passages in 
Plato's Euthydemus, even to verbal echoes. Plato may have 
appeared as a speaker in the dialogues. 

The style also shows very close dependence. It seems indeed 
that Aristotle soon attained his own manner, a style whose only 
aim was to be pure and clear, such as naturally belongs to the 
pure scientist but the Eudemus, for example, contained myths ; 
and it had other lively graces, such as frequent similes, partly 
based on well-known Platonic models, which were famous in 
later antiquity. In the simile of the subteixanean men coming 
up into the light and seeing the heaven, the power of the 
language carries one away. The myth of Midas echoes the 
apocalyptic style of the Fates in the last book of the Republic. 
Cicero praises the golden stream of the prose in Aristotle's 


Anstotelian dialogue out of our authorities. The same is true of the statement 
that Aristotle attacked the theory of Forms ‘in the dialogues’. 

* That the books On Justice are modelled on the Republic can be inferred 
with certainty from (i) the existence of so many corresponding dialogues and 
(2) the fact that Cicero m his De Repuhhca makes use of both works In Plato’s 
Republic the political philosophy develops out of the problem of justice, just as 
it must have done in the books On Justice. The Republic must have already 
obtained the subtitle On Justice by the time of Aristotle, a fact important for 
the history of the origin of the subtitles of the Platomc dialogues 

* The only mark of good style laid down by previous rhetoricians that 
Aristotle recognizes is lucidity (RheU III, 1404b i, 1414a ig, Poet 1458a 18, 
Cf. J. Stroux, De Theophrasti vivtutibus dicendi^ Leipzig, 1912, p. 30). Lucidity 
IS said to include everything This ideal is intended not so much lor practical 
oratory as for the creation of a pure and scientifically accurate style. It was 
dropped again by Theophrastus and all later students of rhetoric They bowed 
to the taste of the times, but Aristotle thinks of knowledge as a force that must 
alter everythmg, language included. 
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dialogues. Rhetorical affectations are entirely absent ; clear and 
exact in thought, fine and moving in character, these writings 
appealed to the best men of later antiquity. It is evidence of 
their intellectual breadth that Crates the Cynic and Philiscus the 
cobbler read the Protreptious together in the shop, that Zeno 
and Chrysippus, Cleanthes, Posidonius, Cicero, and Philo, were 
strongly influenced in religious considerations by these works of 
Aristotle's youth, and that Augustine, who came to know the 
Protrepticus through Cicero's Hortensius, was led by it to religion 
and Christianity.^ The Neo-Platonists lived by Aristotle's 
dialogues as much as by Plato's ; and the Consolatio of Boethius 
sounds the last medieval echo of the religious element in them. 
As works of art antiquity did not mention them in the same 
breath with Plato's, though it valued them greatly ; but their 
religious influence on the Hellenistic age was almost more 
important than Plato's thoroughly distant, objective, and non- 
inspirational art. 

But what was Aristotle's philosophical relation to Plato in 
those works It would be strange if the influence of his model 
had been confined to the choice of subject-matter, and to details 
of style and content, while the general attitude to Plato was one 
of rejection, as it later became. Symposium, Menexenus, Sophist, 
Statesman — ^were they really written to outdo Plato's dialogues 
of the same names, and to show how the questions discussed in 
them ought to have been handled ? Did the disciple obstinately 
and pedantically dog the master's footsteps in order to reduce 
each one of his works to shreds in turn ? Before ascribing to him 
such a malady of taste and tact men should have given more 
serious attention to the other possibility that the purpose of these 
dialogues was simply and solely to follow Plato, in philosophy as 
well as in all other respects. 

The understanding of the dialogues has had a curiously 
unfortunate destiny ever since the recovery of the treatises 
through Andronicus in the time of Sulla. At that time they 

* For the Protrephcus in the cobbler's shop sec frg. 50. For Augustine's con- 
version by the Hortensius see Confess III. 4, 7: 'lUe vero liber mutavit atCe- 
ctum meum et ad te ipsum, dominc, mutavit preces meas ct vota ac desidena 
mea fecit aha. Viluit mihi repente omnis vana spes et immortalitatem sapientiae 
concupiscebam aestu cordis incredibili et surgere coeperam, ut ad te redirem^ 
(cf. also VIII, 7, 17) 
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were still much read and highly thought of ; but they soon began 
to lose ground, when the learned Peripatetics undertook the 
exact interpretation of the long-neglected treatises and wrote 
commentary after commentary upon them. The Neo-Platonists 
made some use of them, in contrast to the treatises, as sources of 
uncontaminated Platonism ; but a strictly Peripatetic interpreter 
like the acute Alexander of Aphrodisias does not know what to 
make of them, though he must have read most of them. More 
naive in philological matters than was necessary at that time, 
he explained the relation between them and the treatises by 
saying that the latter contained Aristotle's true views, and the 
former the false opinions of other persons It was therefore 
recognized at that time that there were contradictions between 
the two kinds. The unsuccessful efforts of the later Peripatetics 
to explain this puzzling state of affairs can be detected in the 
notorious tradition about the difference between the exoteric and 
the esoteric writings. Students naturally looked for an explana- 
tion of the dialogues in the treatises. They found it in the phrase 
'exoteric discourses', which occurs several times and in some 
instances can easily be referred to the published dialogues. In 
opposition to these exoteric discourses, which were intended for 
the outside world, they then set up the treatises as a body of 
secret esoteric doctrine, although there is no hint of any such 
notion or expression in Aristotle Thus the relation between the 
contents of the dialogues and those of the treatises appeared to 
be hke that of opinion to truth. In some passages, indeed, * 
Aristotle must have been purposely deserting the truth, because 
he thought that the masses were incapable of grasping it. Even 
the difficulty of the technical terms in the treatises, which gave 
later scholars many headaches, was pressed into the service of 
this mystical interpretation, and a letter was forged in which 
Aristotle wrote to Alexander that the terms were purposely 
made obscure in order to mislead the uninitiated. 

* Elias m Anst. Caieg. 24^33 'Alexander explains the difference between 
the lecture-notes and the dialogues differently, namely that in the lecture- 
notes he gives his own opinions and the truth, while in the dialogues he gives 
the opinions of others, which are false ’ In spite of the nmveU of the expres- 
sion the commentator surely represents the essence of Alexander’s view cor- 
rectly. Contradictions between the two kinds of wntmg were noted as early as 
Cicero [pe Fm, V 5,12), In those days they were asenbed to the literary form 
of popular writing. 
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Modern criticism has been sceptical about this mystification, 
which is obviously a late invention originating in the spirit of 
Neo-Pythagoreamsm.^ Nevertheless it has not got rid of the 
prejudice against the dialogues ^ This is, of course, more difficult 
for themoderns than it was for the ancients, because we now have 
only fragments to work with. Rather, therefore, than believe 
these few but precious remnants, scholars have relied on 'the 
authorities*, and especially on two statements, one in Plutarch 
and one in Proclus, both coming from the same source, which 
speak of the criticisms of the Idea-theory that Aristotle made 
in his Ethics y Physics, and Metaphysics, 'and in his exoteric 
dialogues*. 3 These passages seemed to provide unshakable proof 
that in the dialogues Aristotle had already adopted the position 
m which he stands in the critical works. It was therefore 
necessary either to put his 'defection* from Plato early during 
his stay in the Academy or to put the dialogues later. It was not 
difficult to find another 'authority* for the first supposition. 
Diogenes Laertius says that Aristotle fell away while Plato was 
stiU alive, whereat Plato remarked, 'Aristotle has kicked me, as 
foals do their mothers when they are born.*^ Under the influence 
of these passages Bernays, in his colourful book on Aristotle's 
dialogues, made a determined attempt to explain away every 

^ It was Andromcus’ revival of the study of the treatises that first raised the 
problem of the relation between these sources of 'pure' Aristotelian doctrine 
and the exoteric writings, which up to that time had been almost the only 
Aristotle read. This revival occurred dunng the full tide of Neo-Pythagorcan- 
ism, which in accordance with its nature always looked for a special secret 
doctnne m all previous thinkers. This notion was then applied to Aristotle's 
writings. 

2 Just recently two works have appeared m which for the first time it is 
recognized that the contents of the dialogues are Platonic In 't)ber Aristo- 
teles' Entwicklung' (Festgahe fur Georg von Herthng, Freiburg, 1913), Dyroff 
has collected in a brief form numerous echoes of Plato in the dialogues. His 
point of view is mostly systematic. He does not go closely into the particular 
works, as indeed was impossible m his limits His paper did not come into my 
hands until these studies had been written down. It confirms me in my view ; 
yet we now need exact interpretation, as is shown by Dyrofi's view of the 
dialogue On Philosophy. A. Kail's dissertation for the doctorate at Vienna 
Phil Vindoh. XI 67) also reached me subsequent to my own investiga- 
tions. He discusses the Fudemus and the dialogue On Philosophy only. His 
general standpoints, which are von Arnim's, are right, and he gets good results 
in detail, but philosophically he is not profound. Neither of these works has 
any notion of linking up the problem of the dialogues with that of the growth of 
the treatises, 

' Frg' 8. 4 x>ioQ, L. V. 2. 

3803 
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Platonic turn in the fragments as an outburst of lyrical feeling. 
Contrariwise, Valentin Rose fastened upon them eagerly as 
proofs of his fantastical view that all the lost dialogues were 
spurious. I What both scholars had in common was simply the 
irrational conviction that a man of such strict and systematic 
mind as Aristotle would never abandon opinions once formed. 
They supposed that from the very beginning his own writings 
were sharply critical of Plato, and the idea that he went through 
a Platonic phase seemed to them an intolerable contradiction of 
the sober, cool, and critical nature of his own understanding. 

The conclusion is obvious. If this inwardly consistent view is 
untenable as a whole, if Aristotle began by going through a 
Platonic period that lasted a score of years, if he wrote works in 
Plato's spirit and supported his view of the universe, then our 
whole previous notion of the man's nature is destroyed, and we 
must hammer out a new conception both of his personality and 
its history and of the forces that moulded his philosophy. In 
fact, this myth of a cool, static, unchanging, and purely critical 
Aristotle, without illusions, experiences, or history, breaks to 
pieces under the weight of the facts which up to now have been 
artificially suppressed for its sake. It is not really surprising 
that the ancient Aristotelians did not know what to make of the 
dialogues, especially as it was to their interest to draw a clear 
distinction between Plato and Aristotle and make the latter's 
doctrine as much of a unity as possible. To them the collection 
of treatises was a single systematic unity without chronological 
distinctions. They had not yet learnt to apply the notion of 
development, which Aristotle himself could have given them, to 
the history of a philosophy or an individual So there was 
nothing for it but to dismiss the dialogues as giving un- 
Aristotelian views, and to explain them as a piece of popular 
literary hackwork. In any case, even before we begin to inter- 
pret them, it is certain that the dialogues contradict the treatises. 
Where their affinities lie is shown by the fact that the Neo- 
Platonists and other admirers of Plato's religion and philosophy 
valued them and ranked them equal to Plato's own writings. 

* J, Beraays, D%e Dialoge des Artsioteles %n %hyem Verhalims zu seinen 
ubngen Wevhen, Berlin, 1863; Valentin Rose, Anstoteles Pseudepigraphus^. 
Leipzig, 1863. 
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Examples of this will be given later. It only remains to consider 
the evidence of Plutarch and Proclus, which made Bernays 
feel obliged to deny a priori all traces of Platonism in the 
dialogues. 

This argument also gives way as soon as we examine it closely. 
In the first place, it is not two different pieces of evidence ; the 
correspondence in the expression makes it certain that both 
authors were following the same authority, since Proclus does 
not seem to have followed Plutarch. What the passage says is 
that Aristotle opposed Plato's theory of Forms not merely in 
his Ethics, Physics, and Metaphysics, but also in the exoteric 
dialogues. As evidence for this Plutarch and Proclus quote, both 
from the same source, a passage from one of the dialogues where 
Aristotle represents himself as saying that he cannot S3mipathize 
with the dogma of Forms, even if he should be suspected of 
disagreeing out of contentiousness.^ This shows that both 
accounts are founded on a concrete historical situation in a 
particular dialogue (most probably that On Philosophy, in 
which we know that Aristotle attacked other parts of Plato's 

* Frg 8 Proclus (mhi& yrork Examinahon of Aristotle* s Objections to Plato* s 
Timaeus in Joannes Philoponus Do Mundi Aetern. II 2, p 31, 17 Rabe) . 
‘There is none of Plato’s doctrines that that man [i e. Aristotle] rejected more 
decidedly than the theory of Ideas. Not merely does he call the Forms sounds 
in the logical works, but in the Ethics he attacks the good-in-itself and in the 
physical works he denies that commg-to-bc can be explained by the Ideas. 
This he says in the work On Coming-to-be and Passmg-away , and much more 
so in the Metaphysics, for there he is concerned with first principles, and he 
makes long objections to the Ideas both in the beginning and in the middle and 
in the end of that work. In the dialogues also he exclaims unmistakably that he 
cannot sympathize with this dogma, even if he should be suspected of disagreeing 
out of contentiousness (kSv T15 aCrt6v oItjtoci ^i6c (piAovEiKlav dvriA^yeiv).’ 

Plutarch adv. Colot 14 (1115 b) * ‘Aristotle is always harping on the Ideas, 
with regard to which he objects to Plato; and he raises all sorts of difficulty 
about them in his ethical, <in his metaphysical,) and in his physical notes, and 
also by means of Ins exoteric dialogues, so that some thought him contentious 
rather than philosophical . . these dogmas, as if he were proposing to under- 

imne Plato’s philosophy' (<piAoveiK6Tepov Ivlois The original source, 

which both follow, and which the later author, Proclus, reproduces more 
accurately, listed separately all the places m Aristotle’s works that attack the 
theory of Forms Thus three passages are mentioned from the Metaphysics, 
Books A, Z, and MN The mention of Post, Anal I 22, 83a 33, like that of 
Nic. Eth, I 4, recalls the actual words of the original. It is the same with the 
passage that I have printed in italics (which comes from the dialogue On 
Philosophy) . This was the only passage that the author could discover in the 
dialogues, although his list is obviously very careful and complete. This 
catalogue is thus direct proof that this polemic was unique in the dialogues. 
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metaphysics) . T o universalize this and apply it to all the dialogues 
is illegitimate. All it proves is, what we already knew, that there 
were one or two dialogues in which Aristotle opposed Plato. 
This gives us no justification whatever for explaining away the 
Platonic views that we find in other dialogues. Rather we must 
recognize that these works evince a development in philosophical 
matters, precisely as we demonstrated that they do in form. 

As a matter of fact, Plutarch himself, although he has hitherto 
been supposed to show that Aristotle was completely opposed to 
Plato even in his dialogues, gives us explicit and unmistakable 
proof of the fact of Aristotle's philosophical development. In a 
passage that has been entirely neglected^ he actually mentions 
Aristotle as the outstanding example of the fact that the true 
philosopher will alter his views without regret, and indeed with 
joy, as soon as he perceives his error. Aristotle, Democritus, and 
Chrysippus all changed their earlier philosophical opinions in this 
way ; and the word that Plutarch usesforthechange (lieTonriOeofiai) 
proves that he cannot be referring to questions of minor impor- 
tance, since it was a technical term in Hellenistic philosophy for 
the passage from one school to another. Moreover he must have 
known that the ' earlier views ' in question (toc irpoo-Oev cxurco 
dpecTKovTa) were expressed in Aristotle's dialogues. This becomes 
clear if we look back once more at the other passage and examine 
it carefully. ‘Aristotle attacked Plato not merely in the treatises, 
hut also in the dialogues, as appears from this and that passage.' 
The contrast obviously involves the tacit assumption that we 
have here something remarkable and contrary to the ordinary 
rule. As a general thing Plutarch must have considered 
Aristotle's dialogues evidence of a Platonic point of view ; this 
is suggested also by the fact that he occasionally speaks of them 
as 'Aristotle's Platonic works'.^ 


* Plut. de virt. mor. c. 7, pp. 447 ff , Tn philosophical speculations why is it 
not painful to have one’s opinions altered by others and to change one's mind 
(u6TocTl0E(jdai) frequently? Aristotle himself and Democritus and Chrysippus 
gave up some of the opinions that formerly satisfied them without fuss or chagrin 
and even with pleasure. . . . Therefore when reason seems to be giving up the 
false for the true it inclines itself gladly.’ I have drawn attention to the 
passage for the first time m Hermes, LXIV (1929), p. 22. 

* Plut. adv. Colot, 20: 'as Aristotle said m his Platonic works’ (iv toTs nXorrco- 
vikoTs). This is usually referred to the dialogue On Philosophy. It is true that 
an unimpeachable tradition informs us that this dialogue contained an attack 
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As we saw above, these facts were not so clear to everybody 
in later antiquity as they were to Plutarch. This is shown by 
an important statement of Eusebius’ about the great polemical 
work written against Aristotle by Isocrates’ pupil Cephisodorus.^ 
This work must have been a product of the competition between 
the Academy and the school of Isocrates, belonging to the time 
when Aristotle, then a youthful member of Plato’s school, was 
introducing the study of rhetoric there and thus causing the 
latent rivalry of the two institutions to break out into the open. 
Eusebius tells us that Cephisodorus took up arms against Plato’s 
theory of Ideas and all his other doctrines in turn, and he ex- 
presses surprise that Cephisodorus should have saddled Aristotle 
with these opinions. In accordance with the prevailing notion 
Eusebius thought of Aristotle as the natural antipode of Plato. 
He (or his authority Numemus) did not know, and hardly could 
have known at that late date, that the Aristotle whom Cephiso- 
dorus had in mind was entirely different from the one that the 
treatises, not published until centuries later, made familiar to 
readers of imperial times. Cephisodorus knew Aristotle only 
through his literary publications, that is to say, through the 
dialogues that he wrote while stiU a member of the Academy ; 
and since when he writes a book against Aristotle he attacks the 
theory of Ideas, we have simply got to learn that up to that time 

on Plato, but if, as is likely, the phrase 'the Platonic works’ had become an 
established name for the whole group of dialogues, there was nothing to prevent 
that On Philosophy from being also described in this way The majority of 
these writings were really Platonic not merely m form but also in doctrine. 

* Euseb. Praep. Evang XIV. 6 (he tells us that he is here following Nume- 
nms): ‘Now this Cephisodorus, when he saw his teacher Isocrates being 
criticized by Aristotle, was ignorant of and unfamiliar with Aristotle himself, 
but since he saw that Plato's views were celebrated, and since he thought that 
Aristotle philosophized after the manner of Plato, he attacked Aristotle with 
criticisms that applied to Plato, and argued against him beginning with the Forms 
and ending with the rest; about which he himself knew nothing, but merely 
guessed at the common opinion about them * At the end of this section there is 
another passage to the same effect. 'This Cephisodorus argued not against the 
person he was attacking [i.e. Aristotle], but against some one he did not wish 
to attack’ [1 e. Plato] . As to the explanation here given of why Cephisodorus in 
his polemic against Aristotle attacked the doctrine not of Aristotle but of Plato, 
it IS a threadbare invention ad hoc, and cannot be taken seriously for an instant. 
To say that he was not acquainted with Aristotle's own philosophy, and 
attacked Plato’s instead because it was more famous, is a solution that could 
occur only to some one who had not the faintest notion of the real situation 
during Aristotle's stay in the Academy. 
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all of Aristotle’s writings had been based entirely on the 
philosophy of Plato. 

Our interpretation of the surviving fragments of the dialogues 
must defend this view in detail ; and the questions that we raise 
must concern the fragments that actually remain, and not be 
merely general. As starting-point we must take whatever 
chronological and philosophical matters can be definitely fixed 
by means of the fragments. Even the earliness of the dialogues 
can be adequately proved only by the interpretation of each 
one separately. 



CHAPTER III 

THE EUDEMUS 

T he date of the Dialogue Eudemus, which is named after 
Aristotle’s Cyprian friend, is given by the motive for its 
composition, which can easily be reconstructed from Cicero’s 
account of the dream of Eudemus.* 

This pupil of Plato’s, banished from his country, became 
gravely ill during a journey through Thessaly. The physicians 
of Pherae, where he lay, had despaired of his life, when there 
appeared to him m a dream a beautiful young man who 
promised him that he would shortly get well, that soon after- 
wards the tyrant Alexander of Pherae would meet his death, 
and that when five years had elapsed Eudemus would return to 
his country. Aristotle related, obviously in his introduction, 
how the first and second promises quickly came true ; Eudemus 
recovered, and soon afterwards the tyrant was assassinated by 
his wife’s brothers (359). All the more fervent was the exile's 
hope that five years would see the third promise fulfilled and 
himself back in Cyprus. During the interval Dion, who had been 
banished from Syracuse, was at Athens. With the support of 
the Academy he assembled a company of resolute volunteers, 
prepared to risk their lives for the hberation of his city. Out of 
enthusiasm for Plato's political ideals, which Dion was supposed 
to be going to realize, some of the young philosophers joined the 
expedition. Among them was Eudemus ; but he was killed in 
one of the engagements outside Syracuse, precisely five years 
after the dream (354). This unexpected fulfilment of the vision 
was interpreted in the Academy to mean that what the God had 
foretold was the return of the soul not to its earthly but to its 
eternal home. 

In this dialogue Aristotle immortalized the memory of his 
beloved friend and sought comfort for his sorrow. He began by 
relating the story of the dream of Eudemus, in order to show 

* Arist. frg. 37 (Cic. D& Div I. 25, 53), The Eudemus is mentioned as a 
desideratum in a catalogue of the third century a.d. (papyrus), edited by Medea 
Norsa in vol, 11 (1921), p, 16, Undoubtedly, therefore, it was still read 

at that date. 
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that by its fulfilment the deity itself confirmed the truth of 
Plato’s doctrine of the heavenly origin of the soul and its future 
return thither. This provided the starting-point for a meta- 
physical conversation ' on the soul’, the central portion of which 
was the question of immortality. The conceptions of the Phaedo, 
asceticism and the practice of death, live agam in this early 
work of Aristotle’s. The earthly life of the soul in the chains of 
corporeality, which the Phaedo likens to a prison, becomes for 
him a period of exile from an eternal home. In the picture of 
the fugitive in a foreign country, gazing towards the home from 
which he has been driven, there lies a fervour of longing for the 
peace and security of the heavenly plains. The Eudemus was a 
book of consolation. Not a word need be wasted on the singular 
insensibility that cannot see in it anything but a frigid stylistic 
exercise in the manner of the Phaedo, The only thing that could 
give genuine comfort was a living faith in that reversal of the 
values of life and death which Plato had accomplished in the 
Phaedo, The author of the Eudemus had surrendered himself 
absolutely to this belief in another life, and to the corresponding 
views of the world and the soul. Hence the Neo-Platonists use 
the Eudemus and the Phaedo as equally valuable sources for 
Plato’s doctrine of immortality. We shall examine the frag- 
ments of Aristotle’s work in the light of that doctrine. 

Like Plato in the Phaedo, Aristotle in the Eudemus attacked 
the materialistic view that is opposed to the doctrine of im- 
mortality. And he attacked it in the same form as it has in the 
Phaedo, namely that the soul is nothing but the harmony of the 
body ; that is to say, while different from the sum of the body’s 
elements, it is the product of the right arrangement of them — 
this is also the modern materialist’s account of the soul. Out of 
the criticism of this view in the Eudemus two counter-arguments 
remain. The first runs thus. 'Harmony has a contrary, namely 
disharmony. But the soul has no contrary. Therefore the soul 
is not a harmony. 

Here we have the non-identity of two conceptions proved 
from the non-identity of their marks. Hence Aristotle is pre- 
supposing knowledge of the important fact that the identity 
of objects depends on the identity of their attributes. The 

* Ajist, frg. 45. 
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attribute that he here takes as a means of comparison is one 
belonging to formal logic — the possibility of producing a con- 
trary opposite to the conceptions that are to be examined, 
namely soul and harmony. This is found to be possible with 
harmony, but the soul has no such opposite. Aristotle formulates 
his syllogism tersely and trenchantly, and is obviously pleased at 
its laconic cogency. It is not imme^ately obvious what led him 
to choose precisely this line of argument in order to demonstrate 
the non-identity of the two conceptions and their contents ; but 
this becomes clear as soon as we consider the foUowing propo- 
sition from his doctrine of the categories: ‘substance (oOato) 
admits no contrary’, that is, it is not possible to conceive of any 
contrary opposition to it.i In reality, therefore, this syllogism 
does not merely contain the proof that the soul is not a harmony ; 
it also implicitly presupposes — and this is very important for the 
philosophical standpomt of the dialogue — that the soul is a 
substance It is easy to see how a thinker for whom this was 
established doctrine might be led to use the above principle of 
formal logic m attacking the materialist view, and this principle 
undoubtedly takes the opponent on his weakest side. 

It is interesting to observe the relation between the Aristote- 
lian argument and that of Plato in the Phaedo (93 c ff.). The 
latter is more complicated. According to Plato the soul is either 
moral, rational, and good, or immoral, irrational, and bad. He 
shows that these opposed states or constitutions are a sort of 
order and harmony, or disorder and disharmony, in the soul. 
There can be various degrees of these attributes in the soul. 
Therefore harmony itself, or its opposite, can be harmonious in 
greater or less degree. If the opponent’s proposition were true, 
and the soul were nothing but a harmony of certain states, it 
would be possible simply to replace the conception of harmony 
with that of the soul, which would give the absurdity that the 
soul could be more or less soul.^ Hence harmony can be only an 
attribute of the soul, and not the soul itself. Aristotle’s altera- 
tion of the proof — ^f or his argument is nothing but a reformulation 
of Plato’s — shows clearly what he as a logician took exception 
to in his original. The demonstration in the Phaedo has its 
own logical principle as basis, and this is formulated in the 

’ [Arist.] Categ. 3'’ 24 ff. * Plato, Phaedo 93 b-d. 
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Aristotelian doctrine of the categories thus: 'substance (oOtjioc) 
does not appear to admit of variation of degree (to uaAAov Kai 
TO f^TTov). I do not mean by this that one substance cannot 
be more or less truly substance than another, but that no 
substance can be more or less that which it is. For example, a 
man cannot now be man in a higher degree than he was, but he 
can well be paler than he was The category of quality by its 
nature admits a more or less, but that of substance does not.'^ 
It follows from this law, if one believes with Plato that the soul 
is a substance, that there cannot be variations of degree in the 
soul, while there can be in harmony and in disharmony, as in 
all relatives that have contraries, for example virtue and vice 
or knowledge and ignorance.^ Thus Plato also infers the non- 
identity of soul and harmony from the impossibility of applying 
one and the same logical principle to both conceptions ; or, in 
Aristotelian terms, from their belonging to different categories. 

We can now see clearly why Aristotle altered the argument of 
the Phaedo as he did. On Plato's view a 'more or less', a varia- 
tion of degree, can occur only in the indeterminate (SrrrEipov), 
never in anything absolutely determined (iTEpas). Now we have 
a ‘more or less', a variable scale of degrees, an intermediate 
between two extremes, wherever we have contrary opposites. 
Thus the proposition that the Phaedo employs, namely that 
substance admits no more or less, is referred by the Eudemus to 
the prior proposition on which it depends, namely that substance 
admits no contrary opposite. Hence the reduction of the proof 
to a single, simple syllogism, with which Aristotle achieves the 
same result. 

At the same time he gets a second counter-argument out of 
what is left of Plato's proof after the extraction of its kernel. 
He sets this out in the following way. ' Opposed to the harmony 
of the body is the disharmony of the body, but the disharmony 
of the living body is disease and weakness and ugliness. Of these 

* [Anst.] Categ, 3^33-439. 

* [Anst ] Categ. 6^ 15 . Tt is possible for relatives to have contraries. Thus 
virtue has a contrary, vice, these both being relatives ; knowledge, too, has a 
contrary, ignorance.' From this it follows m 6^20 that 'it also appears that 
relatives can admit of vanation of degree', just as the incompatibility of sub- 
stance with the 'more and less' follows from its incompatibihty with contrary 
opposition (IvocvtidTTjs) . 
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disease is a lack of symmetry in the elements, weakness a lack 
of S3mimetry in the homogeneous parts (oiaoionepfi), and ugliness 
a lack of symmetry in the members. If, therefore, disharmony 
is disease and weakness and ugliness, harmony is health and 
strength and beauty. But I say that the soul is none of these, 
neither health nor strength nor beauty. For even Thersites had 
a soul in spite of all his ugliness. Therefore the soul is not a 
harmony.'^ 

This argument follows directly from Plato's anthropology. 
Plato distinguishes virtues of the soul and of the body. Those 
of the soul are wisdom, courage, justice, and temperance, those 
of the body health, strength, and beauty. Parallel to these is 
the series of opposite qualities, the vices of body and soul The 
virtues depend on the harmony (symmetry), the vices on the 
disharmony (lack of S3nnmetry), of the soul or body as the case 
may be. This explanation of disease, weakness, and ughness, as 
lack of symmetry in the body and its parts or their relations, 
was taken over by Plato from contemporary medicine, on which 
he based his whole science of ethics or therapy of the soul, and in 
which he saw the pattern of true science and strict method. His 
doctrine of virtue is a doctrine of the illness and health of the 
soul, modelled on medicine and having for principle the con- 
ception of measure (usTpov) and of symmetry or harmony. But 
if it is established that harmony is the principle of the bodily 
virtues, health, strength, and beauty, it is not possible at the 
same time to explain the soul as a harmony of the body. This 
argument has the advantage of attacking the materialist 
opponent on his own ground. The explanation of health as the 
S3mimetry of the body, and of disease as the lack of it, might 
be expected to meet with approval from the representatives of 
natural science ; not so the explanation of virtue as the sym- 
metry of the soul, which was the starting-point of the Phaedo. 
This Platonic doctrine of the virtues of soul and body, which 
Aristotle here follows and develops in detail, is wholly foreign to 
the treatises. It is in the spirit of Pythagorean mathematics. 
According to Plato the correct ethical state of the soul, just like 
the normal and natural state of the body, is only a special case 
of the universal cosmic law of symmetry, as that is developed 
* Arist. frg, 45 (Rose, p. 50, 1. 13). 
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in the Philehus as a part of Plato's later view of the nature of 
things.^ 

The analysis of these two arguments has yielded a double 
result. In the first place, it has shown us that in the Eudemus 
Aristotle is stiU completely dependent on Plato in metaphysics, 
not only in the rejection of materialism, but also in positive 
matters. It has not indeed been previously recognized that his 
proofs rest on the same basis as Plato's metaphysics and doctrine 
of immortahty, namely Plato's conception of substance and the 
soul; but this is to be ascribed merely to the lack of thorough 
interpretation. That Aristotle here still regards the soul as an ab- 
solute substance is clear from his later imitators. For example, 
Olympiodorus gives the first inference in this form: ‘harmony 
has an opposite; but the soul has not, for it is a substance' 
(Arist. frg. 45). The assertion that there is a petitio principii in 
this formulation is true ; but it is equally true of the original 
form, where the petitio is quietly presupposed.^ It goes back to 
Plato himself, as we have shown, for the same presupposition is 
made in the Phaedo. The dogmatic character of the proof is 
brought out still more clearly by Plotinus, when he says simply : 
‘ the soul is a substance but harmony is not '.3 

* For the doctrine of the three virtues of the body see Plato, Rep. IX. 591 B ; 
Laws, I. 631 c, and Phil. 25 d fiE (especially 26 b), et passim. He is fond of 
drawing the parallel between them, and the virtues of the soul In Ph^L 26 b 
they are reduced to a numerically determined relation between certain 
opposites ; the origin of this theory is clearly revealed by the Eudemus. This 
dialogue also shows that the ethics of measure or iih-pov rest on a transference 
into the mental sphere of contemporary mathematical views in medicine The 
Anstotelian mean (tie(j6TTis) is a conscious return to this point of departure, and 
carries the analogy through still more strictly The physicians’ measure or 
lih'pov was itself a correct mean that had to be determined suhjechvely, and to 
be 'aimed at’ (nroxAsEcreai) ; this was medical doctrine as early as the Hippo- 
cratean school. The only other places in which the bodily virtues appear are 
the early Topics (116^17, 139^21, 145^8) and the 7th book of the Physics 
(246^4), which is known to have taken shape dunng or soon after Aristotle’s 
time at the Academy (cf. E. Hofimann, De Aristotehs Physicorum L. VII, Diss , 
Berlin, 1905). The picture is completed by the doctrine of the four virtues of 
the soul in the Protrepticus, which is also entirely Platonic. Incidentally, there 
is no difference between the definition of health as the symmetry of the 
elements in the Eudemus, and as the symmetry of the cold and the warm in the 
Topics ; for the elements arose out of the warm, the cold, the wet, and the dry, 
considered as the fundamental opposites, and Aristotle often calls these 
qualities elements even in his treatises. 

2 Bemays, op cit , p 145, n 15. 

3 Plotinus, Enn. IV, 7, 8 (p. 133, 1 . 19 — p 134, 1 18, in the Teubner text 
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Aristotle's later doctrine lies midway between the materialistic 
view that the soul is the harmony of the body, and the Platonic 
view of the Eudemus that it is a substance of its own. The soul 
is substance only as being 'the entelechy of a natural body 
potentially possessing life’.^ It is not separable from the body, 
and therefore not immortal ; but in connexion with the body it is 
the formulative principle of the organism. To the soul in the 
Eudemus, on the contrary, can be applied the remarks that 
Plotinus makes in his rejection of Aristotle's entelechy-soul from 
the Platonic point of view. 'The soul does not possess being 
because it is the form of something \ on the contrary, it is absolute 
reality (ouaioc). It does not take its existence from the fact that 
it is in a body , it exists before ever it belongs to a body.'^ Now, 
since we find the doctrine of pre-existence in the Eudemus, this 
alone is enough to show that the soul is there a substance 
(ouaia) ; and hence it is not surprising that Plotinus, who 
combats the Aristotelian conception of the soul, can nevertheless 
make the argument in the Eudemus completely his own ; while 
contrariwise this syllogism is attacked by the supporters of 
the 'genuine' Aristotle, such as Alexander and following him 
Philoponus. According to these latter the soul has an opposite, 
namely privation, and so the argument falls to the ground. This 
view presupposes the conception of entelechy, and is a correct 
deduction therefrom. In rejecting the inference Alexander 
connects it with the argument in the Phaedo, out of which it is 
developed.3 What distinguishes Aristotle's early view of the 
soul is in fact that the soul is not yet the form of something, but 
a form in itself (not yet eIZos tivos but elSios ti), an Idea, or 

of 1884, edited by Volkmann). It is clear that Plotmus is using the Eudemus 
and not the Phaedo, because he breaks up the one proof of the Phaedo (93 B ) 
into the two arguments that Aristotle gets out of it. He silently substitutes 
them for Plato's proof, while he reproduces the first two arguments of the 
Phaedo (92 a-c and 93 a) without change 

^ CTcbticrros <pucriKoO 2\fv6mei jcofiv 43^2® 19 ff. 

In the whole chapter Aristotle examines his earlier view of the soul as a sub- 
stance, and qualifies it with the doctrine that the soul is not separable from the 
body, but is simply 'substance as notion or form’ (•f\ dOo-Idc koctA t6v A6yov, 
412^ 10) 

* Plotinus, Enn IV. 7, 8 (Volkmann, p. 134 , 1 19 ; and esp., p 135, 1 . 31 £f.). 

3 Alex, in Arist De An. apud Philop. comm, in Anst. De An , p. 144 , 11 25 fi. 
(Hayduck). Form and privation are the opposition whose substratum is matter 
(cf Metaph. A 3, 1069^3 jff., esp. ^32-34 and 1070^18; et passim). Thus the 
soul as an Aristotelian form has an opposite just as much as harmony, 
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something of the nature of an Idea. We are expressly told this, 
and it is now for the first time possible reaUy to understand it.^ 
Aristotle himself has left us an important piece of evidence that 
throws light on the facts of his development. When attacking 
the theory of harmony in his work on the soul he quotes his 
earlier writing. He takes from the Eudemus the second and 
scientific argument, which he develops somewhat, but he silently 
abandons the argument from the substantiality of the soul.^ 

The second fact that we discover by our analysis is that the 
young Aristotle was completely independent of Plato in the 
sphere of logic and methodology. Though dependent on him for 
his view of the world, he is here quite free, and perhaps even has a 
slight feeling of superiority. His reduction of Plato's proof to its 
elements, and the technical excellence of the two proofs that he 
constructs out of them, reveal long experience in these things ; 
and the knowledge embodied in the doctrine of the categories 
forms the presupposition of his corrections. It is nothing against 
this that the work which we have on the categories cannot have 
been written before the days of the Lyceum, and is not by 
Aristotle himself at ah, (It is characteristic of the period of 
naturalism and empiricism, which arose in his school after his 
death.) The fundamental attitude embodied in the doctrine of 
the categories, and the main portions of the doctrine itself, had 
been developed before Aristotle dared to shake the metaphysical 
foundations of Plato's philosophy.^ 

* Arist frg 46 (Rose, p 52,1 19) ' And in the Eudemus he shows that the soul 
IS a F orm ’ (6^65-11) . Theimportant pointis the absence of any genitive such as ‘ of 
a body' or ' of something’ ; and we must not follow Bernays (op cit , p 25) m 
supplying one and then explaining that the expression was purposely made 
ambiguous in order to conceal a secret opposition to Plato Simplicius thought 
it contrary to Aristotle’s usual view. 

^ Arist Da An I 4, 408^ i ff 

^ The Categones cannot be an early work because the Lyceum is given as an 
example of the category of place, and this undoubtedly refers to the school, 
which also provided several other examples of logical conceptions. One need 
only think of Coriscus , the point of the frequent use of his name as an example 
becomes clear when one imagines the lectures m Assos, at which he was present 
In the Categories Aristotle's doctrine of first and second substance is made 
nominalistic , this cannot be removed or explained away , and the very form is 
un-Anstotehan. The importance of these slight and unintentional verbal 
indications must not be underestimated Moreover, the author assumes that 
the doctnne of the categones is already known ; he takes up only a few ques- 
tions. All this, however, does not prevent us from seeing that most of the 
details are Anstotehan in content , iihz Eudemus shows how early in his develop- 
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This shows how weak was the original connexion between 
logic and metaphysics in Aristotle's mind, as opposed to Plato's. 
He is the real father of logic and devoted an immense amount of 
acute thinking to it. But he never recognized it as a part of 
philosophy and as having its own proper object; he always 
treated it merely as an art or faculty (2^0vaiJiis) with special 
formal rules, more or less like rhetoric. He had already become 
the first specialist in logic before he deduced from his new doc- 
trine of abstraction consequences that ran counter to the theory 
of Ideas. 

The influence of his studies in logic can also be seen in some 
of the other fragments of the argument for immortality in the 
Eudemus, and especially in his fondness for what he called 
dialectic. By this word Aristotle means, in contrast to Plato, all 
those arguments that rest on merely probable premisses and 
have only subjective cogency. Plato himself makes extensive 
use of them in his dialogues. Alongside the strictly apodictic 
arguments they serve to support the proof as peltasts serve 
alongside hoplites. (The eristic side of Plato’s and Aristotle’s logic 
must always be kept in mind.) They do not possess complete 
scientific exactitude (dcKpipsia). Nevertheless, who could despise 
the weight of the arguments for an after-life that Aristotle makes 
out of the religious beliefs of nations, the customs of ritual, and 
the most ancient myths ? * Even in his treatises he usually starts 
from the general view or from the opinions of great men. He 
tries to combine rational and purely philosophical knowledge 
with the kernel of truth that lies hidden in those sources. 
Because of this he has been accused of a tendency towards 
'common sense’ by those who love the radical and the extreme 
(and since the Romantic revolution we have generally reckoned 
such persons as the most profound thinkers, at any rate in the 
intellectual sphere). As a matter of fact this dialectic conceals 
a peculiar theory of experience, in the historical and concrete 
sense of the v/ord. In giving a hearing not merely to his own 

ment they must be placed. Ernst Hambruch shows in liis * Logische Rcgeln der 
plat. Schule m der arist. Topik* that a large number of important items of 
logical knowledge contained in the Topics were discovered during Aristotle's 
time in the Academy (Wissenschafthche Beilage zum Jahreshencht des Asha- 
nischen Gymnasiums, Berlin, 1904). 

* Anst frg. 44 (Rose, p. 48, 11 , 11-22). 
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reason, but also to what has historically been believed, to the 
collective experience of men or to the ideas of famous persons, 
Aristotle is not so much lazily relpng upon the general opinion 
as displaying insight into the limitations of every merely 
intellectual argument about such matters. 

To sound the metaphysical depths of the Eudemus we must go 
to the myth of Midas and Silenus. When the king asks him what 
is the highest good (to ttovtcov aipeTcoTocrov), Silenus unwillingly 
reveals the misery and wretchedness of man's estate. The style 
shows the influence of the speech of maid Lachesis, daughter of 
Ananke, in the tenth book of the RepuUio (617 D ff ). In word 
and shape Silenus breathes the melancholy humour of nature's 
earthbound stupor A cleverly disguised Platonic terminology 
conveys the principles of the duahst philosophy. ' It is altogether 
impossible that men should attain to the highest good; they 
cannot share in the nature of the highest (uEracrxEiv Tijs toO 
| 3 eAT(crrou 9OCT6C05) . For the highest good for all men and women 
is not to be born (to [xi\ yeveoflai). But, if they are bom, the best 
— and this men can attain — is to die as quickly as possible.'^ 

The special attraction, the real oracle, of these elevated words 
lies in their intentional ambiguity. Popular wisdom recom- 
mended torpid resignation; the best thing is to die. In this 
naive pessimism there is no hope whatever of another and a 
perfect world, or of a higher existence beyond the grave. 
Aristotle, on the contrary, introduces into Silenus' words the 
fundamental conception of Plato's metaphysics. To [if] yevecrflai 
is not merely 'not to be bom' ; it also means 'not to enter into 
Becoming'. To Becoming the Philebus (53cff.) opposes the 
pure Being of the world of Ideas as at once its complete opposite 
and its highest aim All that is valuable, all that is perfect, all 
that is absolute, belongs to Being ; all that is bad, imperfect, and 
relative, belongs to Becoming. Whereas Aristotle in his later 
ethics differs from Plato in that he seeks not for an absolute 
go od but for the best for man (dvOpcbirivov dcyoflov) , in this dialogue 
he is completely on Platonic ground. It is still self-evident to 
him that when we discuss the highest value we must think of the 
transcendental Being or the absolute Good, and not of what the 
Greeks called happiness (sCrAotiiJiovia) . In the absolute Good no 

^ Anst. frg. 44 (Rose, p. 48, 1. 23 — ^p. 49, 1. ii). 
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earthly activity can share. We must get back as quickly as 
possible out of the realm of Becoming and Imperfection into the 
imseen world of Being. 

Aristotle’s Platonism comes out most clearly in the main 
subject of the dialogue, the doctrine of immortality. Later on he 
held that the essential problem of psychology was the connexion 
between the soul and the bodUy organism, and he claims to have 
been the first to recognize the psycho-physical nature of mental 
phenomena. The first result of the discovery of these psycho- 
physical relations was inevitably to undermine the Platonic 
belief in the permanence of the individual soul, and the only part 
of his original conviction that Aristotle could retain was the 
belief that pure Nus is independent of the body. AU the other 
functions of the soul, such as reflection, love and hate, fear, 
anger, and memory, involve the psycho-physical unity as their 
substratum and disappear together with it.^ This disbelief in 
the imm ortality of ‘the whole soul’ (this is the only historically 
accurate way of describing what modems often anachronisticaUy 
caU individual immortality) appears quite early in Aristotle. 
Among the treatises Book A of the Metaphysics tends to limit 
survival to Nus, and this was written soon after Plato’s death.® 
And even in an excerpt made by lamblichus out of Aristotle’s 
Protrepticus we read. ‘ Man has nothing divine or blessed except 
the one thing worthy of trouble, whatever there is in us of Nus 
and reason. This alone of what we have seems immortal and 
divine.’^ This limitation causes him to value Nus all the higher ; 
it is actually God in us — ^which recalls the doctrine of ‘Nus 
entering from outside ’. His ethical doctrine of happiness and his 
theological doctrine of the thought of thought depend on this 
view. It is therefore comprehensible that as early as the Neo- 
Platonists men began to try to refer the arguments of the 
Eudemus to Nus alone. Themistius connects up this difficult 
question with the problem of how to understand the conception 
of the soul in the Phaedo, which likewise contains certain 
ambiguities. 

* For the inseparability of the mental functions from the body see De An. 
1 . 1, 304® 16, et passim. For the difference between 'the separate Nus* and the 
psycho-physical functions see I. 4, 408 ^ 18-30. 

^ Arist. Metaph. A 3, 1070^24. 
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3 Arist. frg. 6r. 
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Themistius indeed, or his source, ascribed to the Phaeio the 
secret intention of making only Nus eternal, but here he is 
confusing the intention of Plato's arguments with their conse- 
quences.^ The myths of the punishment of sins and of the 
rewarding of souls in the after-life inevitably involve the 
survival of 'the whole soul', and lose aU sense if applied to 
Aristotle's Nus, Nevertheless, it cannot be denied that the 
more ' earnest ' of the proofs in the Phaedo (to use Themistius' 
expression) prove the eternity of reason only, for instance that 
from recollection and that from the soul's kinship with God. 
The fact is that Plato did not clearly distmguish the two 
problems in his dialogues ; they were first mastered in the dis- 
cussions in the Academy, which gave rise to Aristotle's cautious 
later formula. In the Phaedo we can stOl clearly discern the 
original currents of thought that were united in Plato's religion 
of immortality. The one comes from the Anaxagorean specula- 
tions about pure Nus ] this rested on an apotheosis of scientific 
reason, and constituted the philosophical high-water mark of 
fifth-century rationalism. The other current is of opposite 
origin. It arises out of the Orphic belief in another life, out of the 
cathartic religion that preaches repentance and purification in 
order that the soul (vjA/x^) suffer the most frightful 

penalties on the other side. In this there is no speculation ; it 
is the ethical and religious feeling of the independence and 
indestructibility of the soul's essence In Plato these two 
currents coalesced into a seeming unity. This unity was based, 
however, not on a real kinship in its elements, but on the 
marvellous combination of rational clarity and fervent religious 
longing in Plato's own soul. Beneath the probe of the analytical 
intellect the creation breaks up again into its original parts. 

After all this it cannot surprise us that in the Eudemus Aris- 
totle follows the view of the Phaedo even in holding that 'the 
whole soul' is immortal.^ This realistic view is the only one 
that can give religious comfort to the heart of man, which cares 
nothing for the eternity of the impersonal reason, without love 

^ Arist. frg. 38. 

* This IS perfectly clear from Themistius* words, which imply that it would 
need * interpretation' to apply the Eudemus* proofs of the survival of the soul 
to Nus alone. 



THE EUDEMUS 


51 

and without memory of this life. But Aristotle has wrestled with 
doubts, and they have left traces in his notion of Platonic recol- 
lection. We know that in his psychology he rejects recollection 
along with the Idea-theory and the survival of ' the whole soul'.* 
The Eudemus, on the other hand, is still based on this theory. 
But at the time of writing it Aristotle had already put to him- 
self, and attempted to answer by Plato's methods, the psycho- 
logical question whether consciousness is continuous in the life 
after death. This is the question on which immortality in the 
sense meant in the Phaedo later seemed to him to founder. The 
continuity of consciousness depends on memory. Whereas he 
later denies that Nus possesses this, in the Etidemus he tries to 
save it for the soul that has returned to the other world. He 
does this by enlarging Plato's recollection into a doctrine of the 
continuity of consciousness in aU three phases of the soul's 
existence — its former existence, its life on this earth, and its 
life after death. Alongside the Platonic view that the soul 
remembers the other world he sets his thesis that it remembers 
this one. He supports this by an analogy. When men fall ill 
they sometimes lose their memories, even to the extent of 
forgetting how to read and write; while on the other hand 
those who have been restored from illness to health do not forget 
what they suffered while they were ill. In the same way the soul 
that has descended into a body forgets the impressions received 
during its former existence, while the soul which death has 
restored to its home in the other world remembers its experiences 
and sufferings (TraefjiJicxTa) here.^ Life without a body is the 
soul's normal state (Kara <pucnv) ; its sojourn in the body is a 
severe illness. Our Lethe of what we beheld in our previous 
lives is only a temporary interruption and obscuration of our 
memories and of the continuity of our consciousness. Since 
nothing of this kind is to be feared when we grow well again, i.e. 
when our souls are freed from their bodies, this view appears to 
guarantee the immortality of ' the whole soul'. The validity of 
the proof depends on the correctness of its presupposition, that 
man's knowledge is a recollection of ‘the visions there' (toc SkeT 
©Ediiora). The personal immortality that the Eudemus teaches 
necessarily stands or falls along with this Platonic dogma. Plato 
* De An HI. 5, 430^23; Metaph. A 9, 993“ i. ® Anst. frg. 41. 
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had supported his great logical discovery, the a priori, with the 
myth of recollection. At first the young Aristotle followed along 
the Imes of this myth, and we should not be justified in regard- 
ing this way of thinking, which is a fundamental dogma in the 
Meno and the Phaedo, as a mere metaphor in the pupil. But the 
moment that he had clearly grasped the specifically logical nature 
of pure thought, and realized that memory is a psycho-physical 
phenomenon, he denied that Nus was capable of recollection 
and dropped pre-existence and immortality. In the Eudemus, 
however, he has not yet reached the instant at which Plato's 
realistic myth was to fall apart into its two elements, poetry 
and conception. 

The circle of Platonic views that surrounds the fortunes of the 
soul in the Eudemus is now closed but for the last link, namely 
the Forms. A sober and unprejudiced critic wiU certainly feel 
that it would be unreasonable to strike out of Proclus* account, 
which he describes as authentic Aristotelian doctrine, just that 
Imk in the chain of conceptions which alone gives meaning and 
logical connexion to the whole exposition, or to declare it an addi- 
tion of his own. This is the theory of Forms. It is precisely the 
Forms of the Phaedo that are hidden behind 'the visions there'. 
Quite apart from the language, which is pure Plato, Aristotle 
could never have spoken in this way on the basis of his later 
psychology and epistemology. And even if Proclus' quotation 
did not explicitly guarantee the occurrence of the Forms in the 
Eudemus, the adoption of the doctrines of pre-existence and 
recollection would be enough by itself to make them necessary. 
As Plato says in the Phaedo, you can admit or deny the Forms, 
but you cannot separate them from recollection and pre- 
existence. These doctrines stand or fall together, and the 
necessity for both of them is one and the same.^ Later on, when 
Aristotle abandoned the theory of Forms, he inevitably dropped 
recollection along with it. 

This then is the relation in which Aristotle stood to Plato at 
about the year 354/3, after at least thirteen years of study 


^ Plato, Phaedo 76 D. Bernays’s main argument to prove that the outlook of 
the Eudemus cannot be based on the doctrme of Forms is once again the 
testimony of Proclus and Plutarch, that Aristotle attacked the Forms even in 
the dialogues (op. cit„ p. 25). Against this see p. 35 above. 
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under him. His Platonic period extends nearly down to the 
death of his teacher. In so far as early works give us any infor- 
mation about the nature of a writer, it is quite possible to infer 
some of Aristotle's typical characteristics from the Eudemus, 
The peculiar thing is that he was already a master in the realm 
of method and logical technique at a time when he was still 
completely dependent on Plato in metaphysics. This depen- 
dence was obviously rooted in the depths of his unreasoned 
rehgious and personal feelings. The corrections that he under- 
takes to introduce into his Platonic archetype are cautious and 
conservative. He even attempts to follow along Plato's own 
most individual path, into the realm of the myth of the soul's 
progress. This is the home of one of Plato's greatest philo- 
sophical powers, the power of shaping a Weltanschauung. In 
the Eudemus it is already clear that Aristotle's capacity in this 
matter is less, in spite of the intensity of his inner need for it, 
than his genius in science in the narrower sense. 



CHAPTER IV 
THE PROTREPTICUS 

I. FORM AND PURPOSE 

N ext to the Eudemus the Protreptious is for us the most 
important work of all those written before Plato's death, 
both because of the extent to which it is preserved and because 
of its actual significance. First, however, we require a proof 
that it was written before Plato’s death, for as yet scarcely the 
shadow of one has been offered. Even the problem of its literary 
form, though much discussed until recently, has not been 
completely explained. StiU less has any attempt been made 
to determine its philosophical contents. 

The Protrepticus holds an exceptional position among Aris- 
totle's early writings. It is addressed to Themison, a prince of 
Cyprus. Although we know nothing further of this man and his 
circumstances, it is easy to imagine what sort of person a small 
enlightened despot would be at the beginning of the Hellenistic 
age. We know two other C3q)rian princes from Isocrates' enco- 
mium to Evagoras and his open letter to Evagoras' son Nicocles. 
The address to Nicocles is a protreptic ; it prescribes to the young 
ruler the best principles of just and intelligent government. In 
the fourth century the schools competed in this way for the 
attention of the temporal powers, in order to obtain influence in 
politics. We do not know whether it was through his Cyprian 
friend Eudemus that Aristotle came to know Themison. We 
must certainly suppose that the purpose which his letter served 
formed part of the far-reaching political activities of the 
Academy at that time. 

Aristotle addressed Themison in the introduction. He there 
said that Themison's wealth and position made him peculiarly 
suitable for philosophy,^ This is not a piece of flattery, as it 
seems at first sight. We must remember that on Plato's view 
the only persons who can hope to realize the greatest good in the 
state, and to give help to suffering humanity, are philosophers 
who obtain political power, or kings who devote themselves 

“ Arist. frg. 50. 
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seriously to philosophy. Thus Plato too holds that riches and 
power are indispensable instruments of the Idea.* Themison is 
to help to realize the political philosophy of the Academy, 

The form of the work is closely connected with this purpose, 
and this is one of the matters in which we suffer from having 
usually treated the two questions separately. The protreptic 
form took its origin in the new educational method of the 
sophists. It is not a development of the Socratic method. It by 
no means necessarily demands the dialogue dress, although that 
has often been regarded as the natural thing for Aristotle's 
exoteric writings. ^ When Cicero in his Hortensius put the ideas 
of Aristotle's Protrepticus into dialogue form, he thought it 
necessary to announce the alteration even in the title. And the 
form of the protreptics that are preserved, although they belong 
to the time of the emperors, allows us to infer that a protreptic 
was an exhortation, something like the Hellenistic proselytiz- 
ing sermon, which is connected with it in form and spirit, and 
which has been taken over by the Christian church. Probably 
protreptic ideas were often converted into dialogues, as has 
happened in the Tablet of the so-caUed Cebes. Whether this was 
so with Antisthenes' Protrepticus is not certain, but everybody 
knows that Plato did it with Socratic arguments in the Euthy- 
demus. In that dialogue Socrates gives to the sophists who are 
taking part in the conversation examples of a protreptic discus- 
sion with a pupil, in his own peculiar form of question and 
answer, just as he often makes fanciful play with the sophistic 
forms of expression. Aristotle expressly follows this classical 
example of Platonic protreptic — ^but only in content. In form 
he here for once takes the path not of Plato but of Isocrates. 

The form of a personal letter is not the only thing that Aris- 
totle borrowed from this source; for exhortation (Trapaiveais) 

* The author of the second Platonic letter is expressing a thoroughly Platonic 
notion when he says (310 e) * It is a natural law that wisdom and great power 
attract each other. They are always pursuing and seeking after each other and 
coming together.* 

* In our catalogues of Aristotle's works, both in Diogenes and m Hesychius 
and Ptolemy, the Protrepticus is listed among the exoteric writings, which are 
given first. But this implies nothing about its form, since it is possible that 
other writings besides the dialogues were exoteric. The Proirepheus would be 
reckoned exoteric just as much if it were in the form of a speech or an open 
letter. 
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was a standing part of the Isocratean method of education. To 
address oneself to a particular person is a very ancient point of 
style in every kind of moral maxim and didactic speech. In the 
period during which the accepted means of exerting a spiritual 
influence on mankind was poetry, we can follow the address to 
an individual from Hesiod's exhortations to Perses down to the 
didactic poem of Empedocles and the maxims that Theognis 
addressed to Cymus ; the schools were stiU using the latter for 
the moral education of boys at the time of Socrates and the 
sophists. The sophists replaced this old-fashioned maxim-poetry 
with a new prose form, which began to compete successfully 
with the traditional method.^ The pattern of a prince that 
Isocrates gives us in his Ad Nicoclem is the sophistic counter- 
part of the pattern of chivalry in Theognis. Both belong to the 
same genus. Aristotle's Protrepticus is, however, more than a 
philosophical pattern for princes. It proclaims the new ideal of 
the purely phflosophic life, which Plato demanded from the man 
of action as much as from any one (for to exhort a practising 
politician to cultivate the 'theoretic life' is a Platonic trait, 
foreign to the later Aristotle). Incidentally this work is not, as 
is generally said, 'dedicated' to Aristotle's princely friend. The 
dedication of dialogues and treatises belongs to the hterary 
customs of Hellenistic courtesy, no such artificial usage was 
known to the better period. With Aristotle the address to a 
particular person is stiU the living expression of the mood of 
earnest ethical exhortation. It is organic to the protreptic style 
as such. 

There are other traces of the imitation of the Isocratean 
exhortation or ■rrocpaivECTis. It is true that even here we find 
the peculiar form that stamps everything coming from Aristotle, 
the predominance of the arrangement of chains of thought in 
apodictic syllogisms. It is true that precisely here this form 
could win easy and ingenious victories. (‘Ought we to philo- 
sophize ? ' was the question that preoccupied every exhortation 
to the study of philosophy. Aristotle's answer came pat. Either 
we ought to philosophize or we ought not. If we ought, then we 

^ P. Wendland gives the true account of the development of the prose pro- 
treptic out of the maxim-poetry of the 'YtroOflKai in his Anaximenes von Lam'* 
i^sakos (Berhn, 1905), pp. 81 ff. Cf. Isocr. Ad NicooL 3. 



THE PROTREPTICUS 57 

ought. If we ought not, then also we ought (in order to justify 
this view). Hence in any case we ought to philosophize.^ Most 
of the remaining fragments have a similar syllogistic form.) 
Nevertheless, the ideas of the older exhortations often shine 
through this veil of dialectic. The interplay between the old 
store of ideas and the new and striking way of supporting them 
comes out particularly clearly in one of the longer fragments. 
This passage survived long enough to get into the Byzantine 
anthologies ; its original, unabridged form has lately been dis- 
covered in a papyrus from Oxyrhynchus.^ 

‘ Believe that man's happiness lies not in the magnitude of his posses- 
sions but m the proper condition of his soul Even the body is not called 
blessed because it is magnificently clothed, but because it is healthy and 
in good condition, even if it lacks this decoration. In the same way only 
the cultivated soul is to be called happy ; and only the man who is such, 
not the man who is magnificently decorated with external goods, but is 
himself of no value. We do not call a bad horse valuable because it has a 
golden bit and costly harness ; we reserve our praise for the horse that is 
in perfect condition.* 

Or again: 

‘ Just as a man would be a ridiculous figure if he were intellectually and 
morally inferior to his slaves, in the same way we must beheve a man 
miserable if his possessions are more valuable than himself. . . . Satiety 
begets wantonness, says the proverb. Vulgarity linked with power and 
possessions brings forth folly.* 

These ideas are not peculiar to Platonic wisdom, but the apo- 
dictic form of exposition is new. The frequent ' we must believe ' 
is itself one of the technical devices of sophistic exhortation. 
Isocrates in his address to Nicocles, and the author of the 
protreptic To Demonicus, begin their maxims in this way no less 
than fifteen times. Our philosophical analysis will show that 
Aristotle effectively transformed not merely the inexhaustible 
storehouse of ancient Greek proverbial wisdom, but also Plato's 
ethics and metaphysics. He makes the hortatory content of the 
Gorgias and the Phaedo coalesce with the uniform prose of the 
Isocratean protreptic. This synthesis is the fruit of the young 
Platonist's efforts to make technical rhetoric at home in the 
Academy, and to turn it into a scientific discipline. 

In this way the Protrepticus comes to be a manifesto on behalf 
of Plato's school and its notion of the aim of life and culture. 

* Frg. 51, * Frg. 57. Cf. Pap, Oxyrh,, vol. iv, pp. 83 ff. 
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Isocrates had been combining mind-training, by means of formal 
exercises in writing and speaking, with instruction in the prin- 
ciples of ethics and of practical statesmanship. His circle now 
found itself publicly opposed by a new competitor. The Pro- 
trepticus showed that the Academy could hold its own in the 
sphere of rhetoric. Besides this, its contents must have seemed 
to the followers of Isocrates an open attack on their ideal of 
culture. Isocrates’ polemical remarks on the Platonic ideal of 
educating the young by means of pure philosophy, and his 
recommendation of the banal viewpoint of utility in education, 
designed to suit the psychology of the average Philistine — these 
things had long called for an answer from the Academy. In the 
Protrepticus Aristotle refuted the trivial proposition that the 
value of knowledge is to be measured according to its utility in 
practical life. But what refuted banausic persons even more 
convincingly than the acuteness of his syllogisms was the 
demonstration, renewed in every line, of his own intellectual 
superiority. He showed that neither a good style of writing, nor 
a sensible disposition of one’s life, nor a productive statesman- 
ship — ^the aims towards which Isocrates professed to lead — is 
possible without solidity in the ultimate principles of human 
conviction. 

It appears that the school of Isocrates did not fail to produce 
a rejoinder, and that an accident has preserved it for us among 
the speeches of Isocrates. It is the anon5nnous exhortation To 
Demonicus, a wretched piece of work by an inferior mind, betray- 
ing the spirit of sheer envy and competitiveness. The author 
can be recognized as a pupil of Isocrates by the arsenal from 
which he draws his intellectual weapons — the arrangement and 
the commonplaces of the speech show that it cannot have been 
written appreciably later. Presumably it is preserved simply 
because it was commissioned by the school. In the introduction 
the author explains his intentions in the following manner.^ 

‘Those who compose protreptic discourses addressed to their own 
friends are, no doubt, engaged in a laudable employment; yet they do 
not occupy themselves with the most vital part of philosophy. Those, 
on the contrary, who point out to the young, not by what means they 
may cultivate skill in mere dialectic (2\i* Sv ^eiv6TnTa Tf]V tois 


* [Isocr.] Ad Demon, 3. 
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Aoyois do-KficTouCTiv),* but how they may win repute as men of sound 
character, are rendenng a greater service to their hearers, in that, 
while the former exhort them to proficiency in argument, the latter 
improve their moral conduct.* 

This appears to be directed against a protreptic addressed 
to a friend from a philosophical point of view, consciously 
theoretical, and calling for the study of dialectic. Surely no 
such work can have become sufficiently famous to seem 
dangerous to the Isocratean circle, except the Protrepticus of 
Aristotle. This fits in specially well with what the follower 
of Isocrates says about his opponent's hostile attitude towards 
life and the world, as displayed in his view of the aim of 
education. It was the first philosophical protreptic, and so far 
as we know the only one, definitely to put the controversial 
question whether we really ought to educate merely for 'life'. 
Against the bourgeois world of Isocrates it set up its bold 
demand for 'the theoretic life'. We need not, however, content 
ourselves with general considerations ; it is possible to give more 
tangible proof of its influence on the Ad Demonicum.^ 

Ad Demon. 19 ‘Do not hesitate Arist. frg. 52 (Rose, p. 62, 1 . 7). 
to travel a long road to those who ‘We ought not to shun philosophy, 
profess to offer some useful instruc- if philosophy is as we think the 
tion , for it were a shame, when possession and use of wisdom, and 
merchants cross vast seas in order wisdom is one of the greatest goods, 
to increase their store of wealth. We ought not to sail to the pillars 

* The author’s notion of philosophy is that of Isocrates, which resembles our 
notion of general culture. The 'skill in argument* that he condemns, and the 
' cultivation ’ of this, is, as Wendland saw, not the cleverness of the rhetorician. 
He is not opposing protreptics on behalf of rhetoric, but logical or dialectical 
philosophy; cf. Isocr. Hel. 2, where the same things are again described as 
'excessive interest in arguments’ (irEpiepyla fev toIs A6yois). In the AnHdoszs 
(258 ff.) dialectic, geometry, and astronomy are associated as forming the 
opponent's characteristic educational programme. As in the speech To 
Demomeus^ they are said to be useful indeed as intellectual disciphnes (265), 
but not helpful for great actions and ideals 

2 In his excellent discussion of the Ad Demomeum P. Wendland (op. cit., 
pp. 92 ff ) calls attention to its relations to Aristotle’s Protrepticus, and points 
out the parallel given in the text. Although he does not draw it, it seems to me 
the inevitable consequence of these observations that the Ad Demomeum is 
mainly aimed at the Protrepticus, and was actually written with the intention 
of setting up another goal against the ideal of that work. It is not of course 
necessary that the echo followed immediately on the appearance of Aristotle’s 
work, but it was certainly written wlnle he was still ahve During the next 
hundred years the influence of the Protrepticus was constantly increasing (cf. 
Arist. frg. 50), which makes such a criticism of it perfectly comprehensible. 
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that the young should not endure 
even journeys hy land to improve 
their understandmg/ 

Cf. the begmnmg of this section: 
‘Believe that many precepts are 
better than much wealii. ; for 
wealth quickly fails us, but pre- 
cepts abide through all time; for 
wisdom alone of all possessions is 
imperishable.* 


of Hercules and run many dangers 
for the sake of wealth, while we 
spend neither labour nor money 
for wisdom. Venly it is slavish to 
long for hfe instead of for the good 
hfe, and to follow the opmions of 
the many instead of demanding 
that the many follow our own, and 
to seek for money but pay no 
attention whatever to the noble.* 


The correspondence between the two passages cannot be 
accidental, for the following reason. In Aristotle the picture of 
the sailors risking aH dangers in their hunger for wealth provides 
a very good contrast to the men who must make sacrifices in 
order to cultivate the highest goods. The pupil of Isocrates, on 
the other hand, brings it in loosely, just as a rhetorician would 
collect tricks of style in his reading and afterwards make use of 
them. He is unable to get the proper effect with it. His anti- 
thesis seems strained and frigid. To the borrowed image of the 
seafaring merchants he opposes the safe travel of the student 
overland, going to Athens to attend the university. His sur- 
prising admonition that ‘many lectures’ are worth more than 
'much wealth’ is for once not altogether lacking in originality, 
for in the school of Isocrates instruction was expensive. 


2. PRESERVATION AND RECONSTRUCTION 

In his penetrating book on Aristotle’s dialogues Bemays 
dnected the attention of philologists to the works of the Neo- 
Platonists, by giving some examples of their predilection for 
these dialogues. 

This brought forth excellent fruit in 1869, when Ingram 
B3water showed that there are large portions of Aristotle’s 
Protrepiicus in lamblichus’ work of the same name, where they 
lie buried under numerous excerpts from Plato’s dialogues.* 
As luck would have it, Bemays had by that time completed 
his researches; and his conclusion, that Aristotle never had a 
Platonic period, barred him from understanding the new dis- 
covery. Even B3rwater himself remained entirely convinced by 
Bernays’s argument. His delight at his find led him to hasty 

* The Journal of Philology ^ vol. ii, pp. 55 £f. 
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publication, without any careful attempt to make sure of what 
he had got, or to establish the limits of the new fragments. 

The Protrepticus of lamblichus is a reader for beginners in 
philosophy. It is put together out of such works as taught a 
genuinely Pythagorean doctrine according to the Neo-Platonists 
subsequent to Porphyry. These were (i) their own, (3) the 
writings, mostly spurious, of the older P5rthagoreans whom they 
quote, and above all (3) those of Plato and the early Aristotle, 
who were regarded as genuine esoterics. The sacredness of these 
writings is an example of the tremendous power then exercised 
by tradition as embodied in books ; we see it also in contemporary 
Chnstianity and Judaism, and later in Islam. Out of loosely 
connected passages from Plato’s dialogues, mostly weU-known 
ones, lamblichus weaves a variegated carpet. The transitions 
are inadequate and stereotyped, so that the seams are every- 
where visible at first sight The conversational parts are trans- 
formed into continuous prose, not without serious inaccuracies. 
Although it is not explicitly said that Plato and Aristotle are 
being quoted, there is no question of an attempt to deceive, for 
every scholar was familiar with the passages. Even so, it is a 
sorry piece of work, and gives evidence of the fact that literary 
culture and scientific independence were steadily declining at 
the time. lamblichus took account of Aristotle's Protrepticus 
because it was the archet3q3e of this form of writing, if for no 
other reason ; and he got his excerpts from his own reading of it. 
The Neo-Platonists were attracted by the ascetic and religious 
character of the book. They considered it evidence of Aristotle's 
supposed Platonism, or at any rate a means of reconciling the 
contradictions between Plato and the Peripatetic doctrine. One 
may go so far as to say that the Neo-Platonists caused a revival 
of the book, for almost every one of them reveals traces of it. 

We now come to the determination of the extent of the 
excerpts in lamblichus, a task already attempted by B3rwater, 
Hirzel, and Hartlich.i The main portion of his book, chapters 
5-19, is made up of quotations from Plato’s dialogues. In chap- 
ters 6-12 this series is interrupted by passages from Aristotle. 


* Hirzel, Hermes, vol. x, pp, 83 ff. Paul Hartlich, *De exhortatiDnum a 
Graecis Romanisque scriptarum histona et indole* [Leipz. Studien, vol xi. 
Part 2, Leipzig, 1889). 
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They all come from a lost work, and that this is the Protrepticus 
was first recognized by Bywater himself. Identification was not 
difficult, because portions of these chapters are to be found in 
Cicero, Augustine, Proclus, and Boethius, either verbally the 
same or nearly so, and either ascribed to Aristotle or m obviously 
protreptic passages and in writings that can be proved to be 
dependent on his Protrepticus. Impressed by the lack of order 
in the excerpts, Hirzel and Hartlich asserted that lamblichus 
must have used other writings of Aristotle's as well ; but this has 
not been proved. In addition to Plato and Anstotle another 
writer is used in chapter 5, and to him are ascribed the parts of 
that chapter that cannot be referred to Plato. The end of it is 
generally reckoned along with the demonstrably Aristotehan 
excerpts beginning in chapter 6 (as in the latest edition, that of 
PisteUi), but I hope to show in another place that it comes from 
Porphyry. This would make it probable that Porphyry is also 
the author of the three other unidentified sections of chapter 5, 
since they are clearly Neo-Platonic in origin. 

The excerpts from Aristotle begin with some loosely connected 
arguments on behalf of the value of philosophy. They are based 
on Plato’s Euthydemus, being taken over more or less verbally 
from Socrates’ protreptic conversation (278 E ff.), a fact that 
has escaped notice. What is more important is that this is the 
very part of the Euthydemus that lamblichus also uses as the 
beginning of his quotations from Plato (p. 24, 11. 22 fl ). Since 
it is improbable that the repetition of it here is an oversight, 
and since the words are not a plain citation from the Euthydemus, 
but a compression of Plato’s exposition into several fairly long 
syllogisms, in which there are some Aristotelian terms, it is obvious 
that lamblichus is here using not Plato directly, but an inter- 
mediate source. That source is Aristotle’s Protrepticus. Just as in 
the Eudemus Aristotle took the Phaedo for model, so in the Pro- 
trepticus he frequently followed the work that contained Plato’s 
criticism of the sophists’ protreptics, namely the Euthydemus. 

This brings us another step forward. Bywater compared the 
following passages together: 

Cic. Hortensius (ed Baiter) frg Iambi. Protr (ed. Pistelli) p. 24, 
26; (ed Mueller, frg. 36): 1 22: 

Beati certe omnes esse volumus. All we men wish to fare well. 
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That Cicero made use of Aristotle's Protrepticus in his protreptic 
dialogue is so indubitably certain on other grounds that it 
scarcely needed the support of this verbal agreement. Bywater 
supposed that here again Aristotle was the common source. 
The passage in lamblichus, however, along with its whole con- 
text (p. 24, 1. 22, — ^p. 27, 1. 10), belongs to a direct quotation from 
the Euthydemus ; and this makes Bywater's inference invalid for 
lamblichus. On the other hand, the view that Cicero also made 
direct use of the Euthydemus imputes to him a more piecemeal 
method of working than he had. This sentence, which formed 
the beginning of a syllogism, was doubtless really taken from 
Aristotle's 'Protrepticus y and it was Aristotle and not Cicero who 
got it out of the Euthydemus y along with all the passages that we 
have recovered above. He was unwilling, it seems, to leave out 
the famous opening sentence of the protreptic conversation in 
the Euthydemus, lamblichus, on the other hand, omits it when 
quoting Aristotle, because a few pages earlier he has copied it 
directly out of Plato. It is this method of making excerpts that 
is responsible for the complete lack of connexion in the first 
series of arguments (p. 37, 11. 3-22) that he takes over from the 
Protrepticus, 

The next passage reveals lamblichus' method still more 
decisively (Arist. frg. 52). 

It consists of a single complete argumentation, extending over 
several pages (p. 37, 1 . 22 — p. 41, 1 . 5). At first sight it seems to 
be all of a piece. Since 11 . 15-24 of p. 40 are also quoted by 
Proclus, and by him expressly ascribed to Aristotle, it has been 
inferred that not merely this passage but the whole proof is 
borrowed from the Protrepticus, That work must certainly have 
discussed the possibility of philosophy as a department of 
human knowledge, its importance for life, and the rate of its 
advance. Besides this, the whole proof reappears in another 
book of lamblichus', where it is incongruously used as a defence 
of mathematics. There it is preceded by a criticism of philo- 
sophy from the side of its enemies, those who are opposed to all 
mere theory on principle; and this passage also bears all the 
marks of Aristotelian origin. Rose therefore connects the two 
versions (frg. 52). 

Inner evidence shows that there can be no doubt of the 
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rightness of this ascription. The only question is whether lambli- 
chus took over the proof as a whole, or put it together for himself 
out of Aristotelian material In the first place, while the excerpts 
from Plato are throughout laid side by side without any con- 
nexion, we notice that those from Aristotle evince an inner 
relation. In his Aristotelian source lamblichus found a complete 
train of protreptic thought, which he naturally desired to 
imitate. But the hope that he has preserved to us undamaged 
whole trains of argument from Aristotle’s Protrepticus unfortu- 
nately turns out to be illusory. His model has indeed instigated 
him to attempt a connected proof of the independent value of 
philosophy. But the chapters in which he has articulated this 
tram of thought, though outwardly polished, are a pretty crude 
and violent combination of Aristotelian materials. Their out- 
ward conjunction does not allow us to infer that they are 
undamaged, or that they really belong together. 

Fragment 52 will serve as an example of the point The whole 
is a tripartite defence of philosophy. The opening and closing 
words, and those in the middle, by means of which the three 
parts are held together, are reminiscent of Aristotle’s manner in 
his treatises. But if we compare the other version of this excerpt 
in Book III, we find that lamblichus there omits the introduc- 
tion altogether and gives the conclusion in another form. It 
follows that it is he who is responsible for the structure of the 
proof and for the words that indicate it. He has used Aristotle’s 
ideas as building stones, and crudely forced them into his own 
miserable framework. No trace of the original architecture re- 
mains. The same conclusion follows from the words that both 
lamblichus and Proclus have preserved at the end of the frag- 
ment. It is clear from their close and detailed correspondence 
that they are throughout the original words of Aristotle. The 
only difference lies in the point of view from which the quotation 
is introduced in each case. Proclus uses it to prove that philo- 
sophy is an end in itself (2^i* ocuro aiperov), a thesis that received 
exhaustive treatment in the Protrepticus. lamblichus wishes to 
demonstrate by its means that philosophy cannot be a very 
difficult study, which was certainly not Aristotle’s intention. 
This arouses the suspicion that the rest of the construction of the 
proof is equally un-Aristotelian. lamblichus' arrangement of his 
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material is superficial, and we should be equally superficial in 
our analysis of it if we divided it by chapters, and stiU more so 
if we assigned them to different writings of Aristotle’s. There is 
no ground for the supposition that he used more than one work. 
It has been urged that such and such a chapter cannot be from 
the Protrepticus because it mentions things that have already 
been partly discussed in another chapter. Such arguments are 
not cogent. The ‘chapters’ are phantom buildmgs. They 
crumble as soon as one taps the brittle mortar that holds their 
members in place. Only the members themselves, falling out of 
their settings, will stand investigation without pulverizing. 
Their substance is bound together by the stony logic of Aris- 
totle’s syllogisms. 

Through parallels in Cicero or Augustine and Boethius’' the 
following passages are also proved to be excerpts from the Pro- 
trepticus: chap. 8, p. 47, 1. 5 — p 48, 1. 21 (frgs. 59, 60, and 61) ; 
and chap. 9, p. 52, 1 . 16 — ^p. 54 , 1 5 (frg. 58). To these must be 
added the beginning of chap. 8, p. 45, 1. 6 — p. 47, 1. 4 (frg. 55). 
This whole portion is derived from a single source It is charac- 
terized by dialectical inferences (‘from the things that seem 
clear to all’), which Aristotle is especially fond of using in his 
hterary works, and by a peculiar use of the conception of wisdom 
((ppovTiais), of which we shall speak hereafter. But there are 
still further excerpts. I begin with chapter 7, which is especially 
important and has up to now been held not to come from 
Aristotle’s Protrepticus. 

The opening words are lamblichus’ own (p. 41, 11 . 6-15). He 
proposes to show (i) that thinking (to cppovetv, which is here 
a genuinely Platonic term meaning the whole of pure philosophy) 
is valuable for men in itself ; (2) that it is useful in life, because 
without thought and inference man cannot attain to anything 
profitable ; and (3) that philosophy is essential to the attainment 
of happiness, whatever outlook on life you may have, and 
whether you understand by happiness a maximum of pleasant 
sensations (f|2vovf|), or a life completely imbued with ethical 

I Usener's expectation (Ehezn. Mus,, vol. 28, p. 400) of finding substantial 
portions of the Hortenstus in Boethius has not been fulfilled. In fact, Boethius 
cannot have used the Hortensius at all, as Usener himself was later obliged to 
admit (Anecd Holdeyt, p 52). Augustine, on the other hand, was an assiduous 
reader of the dialogue. 

3803 
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principles and occupied in their realization (&peTTi), or the life 
of the pure intellect ((ppovnnis). These three points correspond 
exactly to the sequence of the chapters: (i) chaps. 7-9, (2) chap. 
10, and (3) chaps. 11-12 Now it is possible to doubt how far 
these chapters are copied from an Aristotelian source (it is 
shown below that as a matter of fact they are all excerpts from 
the Protrepticus ) ; but no one is going to believe that in the order 
given to them in lamblichus they constitute a single continuous 
fragment of Aristotle. Therefore lamblichus himself must be 
responsible for the introductory words in which the scheme of 
the six following chapters is announced. What he does is to take 
this outline and fill it out with selected passages from his source 
(although no doubt the three divisions of the outline are them- 
selves copied from the same source). This is clear at the start ; 
after announcing his plan he makes no attempt to smooth over 
the transition to verbal quotation, but begins with Aristotle’s 
schematic phrase Iri toivw (p 41, 1 . 15). The proof thus 
inaugurated extends down to p. 43, 1. 25, and forms on the whole 
a smgle train of thought, though p. 42, 1. 5, is undoubtedly 
abbreviated. At 1 25 of p. 43 some more excisions begin, 
but the conclusion of the preceding part (p. 43, 11. 22-5) shows 
how close was its original connexion with the argument that 
follows (p 43 , 1 27, to the end of chapter 7). It is obvious that 
all this consists of disconnected quotations from an earlier 
author, and the style and the ideas reveal at every turn that 
that author is Aristotle. It was a very unmethodical proceeding 
to exclude these pages merely because there seemed to be no 
external evidence for them, when they are surrounded on all 
sides by demonstrably Aristotelian passages. 

The main thought of the first section (p. 41, 1 . 15 — p. 43, 1 . 25) 
is specifically Aristotelian, and so is the way in which it is de- 
veloped. In order to detennine what is favourable and advan- 
tageous for each nature, the author makes use of the notion of 
T^Xos. The ‘aim’ of every nature must be sought in some 
significant activity, some living effectiveness that it has. In the 
mass of its effects or functions (ipyov) one will stand out as 
its peculiar strength (okefa dcperfi) over against all other indi- 
viduals or species ; this is the work that is essential to it and 
constitutes its itAos. The task of every nature is determined 
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by its inborn capacity. The scale of functions according to their 
value is given by nature, for the instrumental ones are always 
biologically the lower, and the governing ones the higher. Such 
is the relation, for example, of the bodily to the mental functions. 
In this sense the epyov of the mental capacities has greater 
value than that of the bodily. The highest of all is that capacity 
of the soul whose value does not lie in effecting a mere result 
(epyov) distinct from its own activity (evepyeia). This capa- 
city does not aim at the production of any external object, and 
in it activity and product are one Its name isphronesis, which 
is perhaps to be rendered as 'pure reason’. Phronesis has only 
itself for object and aim, and produces nothing but itself. It is 
pure intuition (Oecopia). In the conception of intuition being, 
action, and production, are resolved into a unity. The highest 
form of life is neither ordinary production nor ordinary action, 
but the contemplative vision of the intellect, which is active and 
productive in a higher sense. The following elements in this can 
be seen at a glance to be Aristotehan in content * the comparison 
of the pleasures of contemplation with those of the disinterested 
use of the eyes; the importance of the notion of function 
and work (evlpyeia, epyov) ; the distinction between functions 
performed in activities and those that are merely performed 
through them ; the distinction between the productive, the prac- 
tical, and the theoretical activities; and the identity of subject 
and object in the active intellect.^ In the doctrine of levels, 
which is presupposed here and receives express mention some- 
what further on, we have the fundamental principle of Aris- 
totle’s teleology, namely that in every sphere of reality the 
higher levels include the lower. Lastly, Aristotle was familiar 
with the doctrine of the three lives and three points of view, the 
hedonistic-sensual, the ethical, and the intellectual. 

Besides this internal evidence we have a convincing external 
proof. In the chapter on the original form of the Ethics it will 
be shown that large and connected portions of the Eudcmian 
Ethics correspond exactly in content and language to the ex- 
cerpts that lamblichus has preserved. Some of them are 

* The conception of Ipyov, which is one of the most important elements in 
Aristotle's theory of value, is present throughout the passage. It appears in 
the following places: p. 42, 11. 5, 15, 19, 20, 22: p. 43, 11, 6, 9, 18, 21. 



68 


THE ACADEMY 


passages of which the author of the Eudemian Ethics expressly 
says that he is taking them from ‘ the exoteric works ' Now if we 
compare these passages with the excerpts in lamblichus we find 
that the latter are the archet3^es It follows that the work from 
which lamblichus took these quotations was one of those lost 
works of Aristotle the application to which of the word ' exoteric * 
was so long m dispute, but is now beyond doubt. Now lam- 
blichus' seventh chapter is one of these excerpts. Therefore it 
must be Aristotelian. It is equally certam that it must be from 
the Protrepticus, since this is true of the other passages in the 
Eudemian Ethics that are known to be borrowed, and since 
the whole train of thought is protreptic in tone. 

In his later lectures Aristotle frequently touched on the 
question of the value of the different kinds of life, and put the 
choice before his hearers. In such places he invariably dis- 
tinguished the life of pleasure and gain, the life of action, and 
tliat of the student and philosopher. The Protrepticus is the 
origin both of the question and of the answer, which is that the 
life of pure knowledge is preferable to aU other modes of human 
existence, even from the ethical point of view. 

But the significance of the quotation in lamblichus' seventh 
chapter is stiU not exhausted. 

Every reader of the Metaphysics has been carried away again 
and again by the force of its opening pages. Aristotle there de- 
velops with irresistible power the view that, far from its being 
contrary to man's nature to occupy himself with theoretical 
studies, the pleasure of seeing, of understanding, and of knowing, 
is rooted deep within him, and merely expresses itself differently 
at the different levels of his consciousness and culture. It is 
reaUy the fulfilment of man's higher nature ; it is not a mere 
means to the satisfaction of the rising standards of civilized life, 
but the highest absolute value and the summit of culture; 
and of aU studies the highest and most desirable is the one 
that produces the most exact science, and realizes in its perfect 
form the disinterested vision of pure knowledge. The pro- 
treptic power of these ideas wiU be felt by aU who have learnt 
through experience the supreme value of this activity when pur- 
sued for its own sake. Knowledge has never been understood and 
recommended more purely, more earnestly, or more sublimely ; 



THE PROTREPTICUS 69 

and it IS still a dead letter to-day for those who cannot pursue 
it in this spirit. Now to teach us to understand it in this pro- 
found sense was what Aristotle aimed at in the Protrepticus, 
and the famous introduction to the Metaphysics is in essence 
nothing but an abbreviated version of his classical exposition 
of the matter there. This is shown by a comparison of lam- 
blichus' seventh chapter (p 43, 1. 20), which develops the same 
idea at greater length, and carries the argument into more 
detail. We find that the introductory chapter of the Metaphysics 
is simply a collection of material extracted from this source for 
the purpose of a lecture, and that it is not even quite firmly 
cemented into place. 

Protr,, p. 43 , 1 20 

Thought and contemplation . . . 

IS the most desirable of all things for 
men, as is (I think) the sense of 
sight, which a man would choose 
to possess even if nothing were 
going to come of it except the sight 
itself 

Again, if we love sight for itself 
this IS sufficient proof that all men 
love thought and knowledge ex- 
ceedingly . . . But what dis- 
tinguishes life from non-life is 
perception, and life is determined 
by the presence of this capacity . . 

The power of sight differs from the 
other senses by being the clearest, 
and this is the reason why we prefer it 
to all. If then life is to be chosen because of perception, and if perception 
IS a kind of knowledge which we choose because it enables the soul to 
know, and if as we have frequently said the preferable one of two things is 
that which has more of the same thing f it necessarily follows that sight is 
the most desirable and honourable of the senses, but that wisdom is more 
desirable than this and all the other senses, and even than life itself, 
smce it has a better grasp of truth.^ Therefore all men seek wisdom above 
aU things, for they love wisdom and knowledge because they love life. 

The meaning of the concise word dyarrrio-is in the second 
sentence of the Metaphysics, namely the love of an activity 
for its own sake, receives much clearer expression in the 


Metaph. A i, 980^21 

All men by nature desire to 
know An indication of this is the 
delight we take in our senses, for 
even apart from their usefulness 
they are loved for themselves, and 
above all others the sense of sight. 
For not only with a view to action, 
but even when we are not going to 
do anything, we prefer seeing (one 
might say) to everything else. The 
reason is that this, most of all the 
senses, makes us know and brings 
to light many differences between 
things By nature ammals are bom 
with the faculty of sensation. . . . 


Reading Sti instead of oTiircp 


Reading KupicoTlpa oOucc. 
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corresponding passage of the excerpt from the ProtrepticuSy as 
was necessary in an exoteric exposition. Every word is obviously 
Aristotelian ; but the exceiptor has put together several distinct 
passages from the Protrephous because of the similarity of their 
contents, and as the weld is pretty roughly made the whole gives 
a tautologous effect. It is, however, quite impossible to suppose 
that we have here a mere paraphrase of the passage in the 
Metaphysics, These excerpts definitely go beyond what is said in 
that work. This is especially clear in the emphasis put on 
correct logical reasoning, which corresponds to the picture of 
Aristotle's early manner that we have received from the 
Eudemus. Examples are the use as a premiss of the topical 
principle that of two objects that which possesses a valuable 
quality in a higher degree is itself valuable in a higher degree 
and the use of definitions in order to prove that wisdom is good 
by means of the conception of life. Both in the Metaphysics and 
in the Protrephcus the method of proof is dialectical, and this 
also agrees with what we observed in the Eudemus, 

The first two chapters are of this nature throughout, and since 
they teach the same fundamental principle as the ProtrepticuSy 
namely the self-sufficiency of pure theoretical knowledge, it 
is natural to suppose that they are substantially or wholly 
borrowed therefrom. This can easily be demonstrated in detail. 
In both writings the conception of pure knowledge is developed 
by contrasting it with the activity of the practical man, which 
rests on mere experience or routine. It is not the empirical and 
practical man who stands higher, but the theoretical and con- 
templative one ; for empiricism never attains that insight into 
the causes and reasons for phenomena which the theoretical 
man possesses owing to his mastery of the universal. The more 
empirical you are, and the more you rely on perception (irpoa- 
©eais), the less exact your knowledge. The only truly exact 
knowledge is that of what is most knowable, namely those most 
general principles (TctirpcoTa) which form the subject-matter of 
the highest theoretical studies. It may well be that in practice 

^ In the Eudemus the logical proposition that the identity of the object 
depends on the identity of the attributes was employed to refute the doctrine 
that the soul is a harmony of the body In referring the greater value of the 
obj‘ect to the presence (O-mfcpxEiv) of more valuable attributes Aristotle is here 
proceeding in a similar manner. 



THE PROTREPTICUS 71 

the mere empiric will have more success than a theorist who has 
had no actual experience, but the former never attains to action 
that really depends on secure principles and on insight into the 
necessities of the case; he remains 'banausic'. The concealed 
polemic against banausic persons and their contempt for theory, 
which is continuous throughout the first chapters of the Meta- 
physics, was modelled on the Protrepticus, in which Aristotle had 
refuted the attacks of the empiricists in detail. Fortunately we 
stiU possess a fragment that goes deeply into the arguments of 
the opposite side (frg. 52 ; Rose, p. 59, 11 . 17 ff.). 

‘ That philosophy is useless m practical life may be seen in the follow- 
ing manner The best example that we have is the relation between the 
theoretical or pure studies (ETnc^^fi^al) and the applied disciplines that are 
subordinate to them (OTroKe^^Eval 66§ai). For we notice that the geo- 
metricians are quite unable to apply their scientific proofs in practice. 
When it comes to dividmg a piece of land, or to any other operation on 
magnitudes and spaces, the surveyors can do it because of their experi- 
ence, but those who are concerned with mathematics and with the 
reasons for these things, while they may know how it ought to be done, 
cannot do it ' 

The demand for exactitude (oocpipEia) in scientific knowledge 
is another thing that is strongly emphasized in the Protrepticus 
It is there brought into connexion with the doctrine that science 
is knowledge of reasons and first principles, for only the universal 
and the principles can be known with exactitude. In some 
passages there is even a verbal correspondence. The parallel 
between the two writings is equally complete in the derivation 
of the higher and the highest levels of knowledge from the lower 
and naive ones. But natinraUy we must not expect Aristotle to 
repeat himself mechanically page after page; verbal echoes 
remain the exception. The most decisive consideration is that 
these ideas were originally intended for the Protrepticus. They 
belong there by their essential nature, whereas in the lectures on 
metaphysics they are an external addition, arbitrarily tailored 
to suit the requirements of an introduction. 

Immediately after the long passages of lamblichus’ third book 
referred by Rose to the Protrepticus there follows a descrip- 
tion, also from the Protrepticus, of the gradual development of 
philosophy out of the other 'arts' (frg. 53). Presupposing 
Plato’s theory of catastrophes, this work taught that after the 
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devastations of the great flood men were at first obliged to 
devote themselves to the discovery of the mere necessities of food 
and life (tk irepi tt^v tpotpriv Kai to gfjv rrpcoTOv fivocyKdjovTO 
(piAoaoipETv) When things were going better they invented the 
arts that serve for recreation, such as music and the hke. It was 
later stiU, when their need of necessaries was fully supplied, that 
they turned their attention to liberal studies and pure philo- 
sophy. Aristotle no doubt has the mathematical disciphnes 
especially in mind when he speaks of the enormous advances 
made by the pure sciences in recent times (i.e. during Plato’s 
generation) . The same observation reappears in the Metaphysics 
(A I, 981'’ 13-982*2). There it is strangely out of relation to 
its context, whereas in the Protrepticus it served to show that, 
once the stimulus to philosophical studies has been given, they 
exercise an irresistible attraction over men’s minds The original 
reference to mathematics still obtains in the Metaphysics, where 
the mathematical inquiries of the Egyptian priests are cited as 
the beginning of the third era. The distinction between neces- 
sary and liberal arts also comes from the Protrephcus. In fact, 
everything in the first two chapters of the Metaphysics is taken 
therefrom. We must assume that this is true also of the out- 
standingly Platonic theological section 982'’ 28-983® ii, although 
our material fails us here.* 

With regard to lamblichus’ ninth chapter, the end of it (p. 52, 
1. 16 — ^p. 54, 1. 5, frg. 58) IS recognized as certainly belonging to 

^ In two famous places where he is praising the divine blessedness of pure 
philosophical contemplation (Metaph A 2, 982^ 28, and Eth Nic X. 7, 1177° 31) 
Aristotle exhorts men not to be afraid of setting their thoughts on divine and 
immortal things, thus contradicting the ancient Greek precept. It is notorious 
that in both these passages he borrows a number of ideas and descriptive 
formulae from the Protrepticus , and his reversal of the ancient exhortation 
is protreptic in the highest degree. Now the author of the protreptic Ad 
Demomcum, who (as was shown above) made polemical use of Aristotle's 
work in several places, writes in § 32 as follows 'Think immortal things by 
being lofty of soul, and mortal things by enjoying in due measure the goods 
that you possess.’ Although he here understands ‘thinking immortal things’ 
in a purely morahstic and non-speculative sense, he does at any rate allow 
it a certain value, and this shows that he has been induced by Aristotle to 
correct the traditional exhortation, which would hear nothing of such high 
thinking. Hence it is as good as certain that the famous call ' to make ourselves 
immortal as far as we can’ [Eth. N%c 1177^33) originally appeared in the 
Protrephcus, and was borrowed thence for the Ethics and the introduction to 
the Metaphysics. 
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the Protrepticus, In content it forms part of Aristotle's reply to 
the objection that philosophy is useless for life. We know from 
Cicero that he actually used the division of goods into necessary 
and valuable in themselves (civocyKaioc and ocuroc ocycnrcbiJieva 
or £Aeu0Epa), and also the beautiful description of the isles of 
the blest, whose inhabitants, having no earthly needs, are wholly 
devoted to pure contemplation.’^ Nevertheless, lamblichus has 
largely obliterated the force of the passage. Aristotle was not 
merely painting a pleasant picture. He also intended to show 
mankind isolated, as it were, from the needs (xpeia).of life. In 
using an image for such a purpose he was following Plato in the 
Republic, where the story of Gyges is employed in order to 
observe the behaviour of a man who can do whatever he hkes, 
without having to take any account of other men and their 
judgements. It is commonly held that lamblichus gives the 
original more truly than Cicero. This is wrong. Cicero says: 
supposing we were on the islands of the blessed, what need 
should we have of oratory, since there are no judicial proceedings 
there ^ What need should we have of the virtues of justice, 
courage, temperance, and even ethical prudence ? Only know- 
ledge and pure contemplation would still be desirable. It follows 
that we love knowledge for its own sake, and not because of its 
usefulness or of any need of ours. lamblichus omits aU this, and 
thereby obscures the point of the picture. Cicero has preserved 
the tenor of the original on the whole pretty accurately. His 
only alteration is the addition of eloquence to the four cardinal 
virtues adduced in the Protrepticus, This was obviously done 
because of Hortensius, who reckoned not philosophy but 
eloquence the highest good 

The proof of Cicero's superior accuracy is to be found in the 
tenth book of the Nicomachean Ethics, Here again a reminiscence 
of his early work has influenced Aristotle's pen.^ The subject is 
the same as that of the Protrepticus, namely pure contemplation. 
He contrasts it with the life of action. The latter requires many 
external aids for the realization of the ethical disposition (f| 
ektos xopTiyia ^ fi6iKii). Generosity requires moneyt So does 
justice, if you wish to return equals for equals. Courage 
requires strength. Temperance can be tested only by the 

* Frg 58, 2 Eth, Nic, X. 8, 1178*24-^5. 
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opportunity to abandon one’s self-control. How else can a good 
disposition be exercised ? And without exercise it never reaches 
fulfilment. The knower, on the other hand, needs no external aid 
in order to exercise his virtue ; on the contrary, such aids could 
only be a hindrance to him. There, moreover, Aristotle repre- > 
sents contemplation (Gscopiot) as isolated and independent of 
the necessities of life. The idea is somewhat differently turned; 
Plato’s doctrine of the four virtues is consciously rejected; 
through the inclusion of generosity the whole regains in effective- 
ness what -it loses in enthusiasm through the suppression of the 
isles of the blest. In spite of retouching, however, the original 
picture is stiU recognizable, because the old method of present- 
ing the thought is retained. The essential point, both here and in 
Cicero, is the disappearance of the ‘ ethical virtues’ in the state 
of pure bliss that belongs to intellectual vision. This proves that 
Cicero’s version is the more complete. 

The first part of the ninth chapter also comes from the Pro- 
trepticus. This is as certam from the contents as it is from the 
style. Aristotle starts by dividing the causes of becoming into 
nature, art, and chance, a distinction that he makes m other 
places as well, though nowhere so frequently as here.^ It is a 
characteristically Aristotelian view that nature is purposive in 
a higher degree even than art, and that the purposiveness that 
rules in handiwork, whether art or craft, is nothing but an 
imitation of the purposiveness of nature. The same view of 
the relation between these two things is often briefly expressed 
in the second book of the Physics, which is one of Aristotle's 
earliest writings. It is occasionally alluded to in other places 
also, but never so well developed and articulated as here. An 
expression like the following is strikingly onginal: ‘Nature does 
not imitate art/ but art nature ; and art exists to help and to 
make up what nature leaves undone' (p. 49, 1 . 28). The means 

^ We shall meet this tnpartite division of the causes of becoming agam in the 
dialogue On Philosophy There its authenticity has been doubted, but in reality 
it IS a part of the mechanistic physics that obtained before Plato. In Laivs X. 
888 E, Plato had already used it precisely as Aristotle does in the Protrephcus, 
to show that nature ( 9 \>ais) is not behind art (t^xvti) in intellect and resource- 
fulness, and to develop his new conception of 90 cris by this means. The realistic 
manner in which the idea is worked out in the Protyepticus shows how closely 
Anstotle followed the later Plato even in his philosophy of nature 

® That it did was the view of the Pre-Socratic sophists, who were thoroughly 
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taken to recommend this view are again indubitably Aristo- 
telian. He offers examples from agriculture and from the care 
that the higher organisms require before and after birth. He 
establishes the proposition that there is a universal purposive- 
ness in organic nature by examples from the mechanics of the 
human body and its self-protecting devices ^ Everything comes 
into being for the sake of an end. An end is that which always 
appears as the final result of a development, in accordance with 
natural law and by a continuous process, and m which the pro- 
cess attains its completion. Thus in the process of becoming the 
mental is later than the physical, and in the mental realm the 
intellectual element in its pure form is again the later. There- 
fore Pythagoras was right in calling pure contemplation the end 
of man, i.e. the completion of human nature. To the question 
what we are bom for he replied, 'to gaze upon the heavens’. 
Anaxagoras also expressed himself to the same effect. 

Anaxagoras’ apophthegm reappears in the Eudemian Ethics, 


imbued with the rationahst spirit, and taught the existence of a mechanical 
adaptation of means to end in nature, and especially m the human organism. 
Traces of such a system are preserved in Xen Mem. I 4, 6 ff , and Anst. Part. 
Animal II 15. Aristotle'sphilosophyof nature depends on an entirely different 
attitude, as he himself says here. It is teleological Far from nature's exhibiting 
'incipient' tendencies to rival the art of our machines, all arts are merely man’s 
attempt to compete with organic and creative nature , and this competition 
necessarily takes place in another medium (that of artificial construction), m 
which it IS never possible to speak of an end (t^Ao^) in the highest or organic 
sense 

^ Bernays (Gesammelte Ahhandhmgen, vol. 1, p 23) believed Heraclitus to be 
the originator of the proposition that art is an imitation of nature, because the 
author of the De Mundo (5, 396^ 7 ff ) explains the process of natural becoming 
as being a harmonious amalgamation of opposites, and proves this from the 
example of the arts, which he declares to be nothing but imitations of nature ; 
but what the De Mundo quotes from Heraclitus in this connexion (‘ that which 
agrees and that which differs, that which produces harmony and that which 
produces discord’) shows no trace of such a view. So far as concerns the 
inference from art to nature, and the conclusion that the latter is the arche- 
type, this view IS Peripatetic and has nothing to do with the sage of Ephesus. 
Democritus has a similar but distinct doctrine when he calls men the pupils 
of the animals, of the spider in weaving and mending, of the swallow in 
building, and of the songbirds in song (frg. 154) (With the last cf. 
Lucretius V, 1379 Lucretius also derives cookery (1. 1102) and sowing and 
grafting (1. 1361) from the imitation of nature, which he certainly got from 
Democritus by way of Epicurus). But Aristotle is concerned with something 
entirely new. He refers the proposition that art is an imitation of nature to the 
teleological character of all human construction, and grounds it in the teleo- 
logical view of nature. 
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and the verbal correspondence is such that either lamblichus 
must have got it thence or he must have preserved for us the 
source from which it came to the Eudemian Ethics. Later on, 
when we analyse the whole train of thought of the Ethics, it will 
appear that the latter is the fact. Here again, therefore, the 
Eudemian Ethics reproduces the Protrepticus, and this proves 
that the latter is the source from which lamblichus took not 
merely the apophthegm of Anaxagoras but the whole argument 
of which that is a part. 

This can be substantiated indirectly The doctrine that art 
imitates nature is further developed m Posidonius' theory of the 
origin of civilization. What this was we know in outline from 
Seneca's ninetieth letter; Posidonius held that the advances of 
civilization are philosophical discoveries. He did a great deal to 
spread in later antiquity the Aristotelian doctrme that the arts 
arose in stages, first those necessary to life, then those of pleasure, 
and lastly pure contemplation It has been plausibly suggested 
that he expressed this view in his Protrepticus^ If this hypo- 
thesis is correct, we have here another of the many points in 
which he attached himself to the doctrine of Aristotle's work of 
the same name. With the particular nuance that he gives it we 
are not concerned; the important thing is that the Aristotelian 
archetype lends substantial support to the view that Posidonius' 
expression of it was to be found in his Protrepticus. 

The demonstration that the rest of lamblichus' excerpts from 
Aristotle (chaps. 10-12) are also from the Protrepticus need not 
take so long. Chapter 10 begins with the proposition that art is 
an imitation of nature, which has already been shown to come 
from the Protrepticus. From this it is deduced that even the 
science of politics needs a philosophical foundation, since it 
requires, still more than medicine and the like, to take its start 
from nature in the proper sense of the word, that is, from true 
being. Nothing but the knowledge of this can give the states- 
man insight into the ultimate norms (opoi) in accordance with 
which he must direct his activity. Politics can become an exact 
art only when it becomes through and through philosophy. As 
was remarked above (p. 71), this passage on the ideal of exacti- 

* See Gerhausser, Der ProtrepHhos des Poseidomos (a Heidelberg thesis), 
Munich, 1912, pp. 18 ff. 
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tude in pure science is one of the parts of the Protreptious that 
are reproduced in the first book of the Metaphysics. Its Platonic 
colouring in lamblichus, which is intentionally removed in the 
Metaphysics^ fits the Protrephcus very well, as the philosophical 
interpretation of the fragments (pp. 90-91) will show in detail; 
Hirzel and Diels recognized that this colouring constitutes no 
reason for assigning the passage to the Neo-Platonic excerptor; 
the thoughts are too original for that. Aristotle points out that 
only when politics is studied on scientific principles and regarded 
as a normative discipline wiU it be freed from its present un- 
fruitfulness and instability (a remark especially suitable in a work 
addressed to a practical statesman). This train of thought cul- 
minates in the proof that in the long run politics is theoretical m 
character. The only foundation for creative statesmanship is, 
not the mere analogies of experience, but theoretical knowledge 
of the ultimate standards. Here again Aristotle's main pur- 
pose is to refute the mere empirics, who know of nothmg better 
than the so-called model constitutions (euvoiJifai) of Sparta and 
Crete (He seems to mean Isocrates and the sophistic theory of 
the state.) From this we learn that the critical discussion of 
the three ideal states (Sparta, Crete, Carthage), which now con- 
stitutes the second book of the Politics, goes back in content to 
Aristotle's Academic period. We thereby obtain a very interest- 
ing fragment of his early views on politics. For all its Platonic 
presuppositions no other Platonist could have written it, because 
of its predominantly methodological interests It shows that 
the Protrepticus took direct account of the Academy's political 
aims. The fact that chapter 10 is ' political ' in content has been 
supposed to prove that it must come from some purely political 
work of Aristotle's ; but this is superficial. The decisive thing is 
not the content but the point of view from which it is presented ; 
and the point of view qf this fragment — ^the emphasis on the 
theoretical character of normative politics — shows that it be- 
longs to the praise of pure 'theory' in the Protrepticus. 

The eleventh chapter is concerned with the relation between 
wisdom (9p6vr|ais) and pleasure. This topic has been held in- 
appropriate for a protreptic, on the ground that it does not 
appear in the later ones. But such a method of argument is 
fundamentally unsound. What was fitting in a protreptic 
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emanating from Plato's school cannot be mechanically deduced 
from the commonplaces of the later protreptics of imperial times. 
The method has been used only too enthusiastically in literary 
research , but it can never be successful when we have to deal 
with writers like Plato or Aristotle, whose form is the individual 
and organic result of the necessities of their matter. It is really 
self-evident that the relation between wisdom (tppovriais) and 
pleasure, a traditional subject of discussion in the Academy, 
would be in place in a protreptic which attempted to show that 
true happiness is Platonic knowledge (9p6vricTis). The thesis 
positively could not be proved in any other way. Aristotle was 
unable to conceive of happiness without pleasure ; it was there- 
fore necessary to inquire what kind of pleasure wisdom can give. 
If the ideal of pure contemplation was to be established, this 
problem had to be faced. It is discussed as early as the Republic,^ 
and then more thoroughly in the Philebus, The Nicomachean 
EtMcs again, in the tenth book of which the 'theoretic life' is 
shown to be true happiness, exammes both the relation of 
pleasure to perfect activity and, more especially, the sensation 
of pure pleasure accompanying knowledge. We have already 
shown that this portion of the tenth book is partly dependent 
for its content on the Protrepficus, and has the same theme. 
Hence the pleasure of contemplation was a necessary part of the 
subject-matter of the Pfotrepticus, as will be proved once more 
when we show that the Eudemian Ethics makes use of the 
Protrepticus, Both in the Protrepticus and in the Ethics wisdom, 
pleasure, and virtue are listed as the three possible kinds of 
happiness. In the Protrepticus the demonstration culminates in 
the proof that the life of pure contemplation affords the most 
complete satisfaction of the demands of aU three of these ideals. 
Contemplation is there found to be not merely the climax of 
philosophical knowledge, but also the completion of man's ethical 
development and the pure happiness of uninterrupted intel- 
lectual joy. No element in this construction can be removed 
without destroying the whole. This proves that the first part of 
the twelfth chapter is also an extract from Aristotle's work. 

It is certainly not too bold to imagine that the Protrepticus, 
like the later examples of this kind of literature, culminated in a 
* Plato, Rep, VI. 506 b. 
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description of the vita heata. Both its matter and its form de- 
mand such an arrangement, so that the inference from the later 
and derivative to the earlier and original is here free from danger. 
What would we not give to possess that epilogue in which 
Aristotle rose to the heights of his ultimate convictions * But to 
suggest that he is the author of the conclusion actually found in 
lamblichus (p. 60, 1. 7 — p. 61, 1. 4) is to let desire stifle critical 
reflection ^ Enthusiastic the sentences may be, and even in- 
spired ; but it is not the controlled enthusiasm of Aristotle, who 
never forgoes the strict rhythm of his apodictic advance, and 
values form higher than the highest inspiration, often as his 
arguments perceptibly overflow with the latter. Most of the 
details of lamblichus’ passage could indeed well have been taken 
from the Protrepticus, and they may be so. Such are the un- 
naturalness of our earthly and corporeal existence, the nig- 
gardliness of all our knowledge and apprehension, the contrast 
between our present unstable abodes and that place from which 
we come and towards which we strive, and the disproportion 
between the labour required to obtain the mere necessities of 
life and the time that we are able to devote to the only valuable, 
the eternal things. But the loose and merely associative con- 
junction of these notions into an edifying summons to the other 
world, the confusion of ideas that can be detected in them, the 
sacerdotal unction with which the writer introduces some of 
Plato’s ceremonial words, the presence of certain distinctly Neo- 
Platonic phrases like 'the heavenly path’ and 'the realm of the 
gods’, and lastly the excessive loquacity of the conclusion, with 
its inability to come to an end — all these things betray retouch- 
ing by lamblichus. Then follow excerpts from Plato. 

3. THE PHILOSOPHY OF THE PROTREPTICUS 

The Protrepticus has no single problem. Its importance 
reaches beyond the limits of departmental philosophy, and lies 
in the universality of the question that it raises about the con- 
duct of life — the question of the meaning and justification of 
philosophy and of its place in man’s life as a whole.^ Not that it 

^ Hartlich, op cit., pp. 254 fE. 

* With regard to the philosophy of the ProtrepUeus I find myself m opposi- 
tion not merely to Bernays's attempt at harmonization, but also to the view 
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was Plato's philosophy which first confronted men with this 
question; it persistently recurs in the legends about Thales, 
Anaxagoras, Pythagoras, and Democritus. But every new 
generation of genuine students revives it and argues passionately 
about it against the mass of mankind ; for in its most thorough- 
going form ‘the theoretic life' remains a postulate of the bom 
student, which, though its rightness is always being re-ex- 
perienced, can presumably never be made to seem justifiable to 
the common sense of the generality. It demands a strong and 
abounding faith in the power of knowledge to lift its finder 
higher than men are otherwise privileged to attain. Out of this 
faith, which is utterly different from the intellectual pride of the 
pedant, Aristotle's Protrepticus is written. The experience of 
which it gives evidence is no commonplace idyll of scholarship, 
but the beatitude of the man who has learnt to see the world 
through the eyes of Plato. Thus it becomes a manifesto for the 
Platonic life, and for Platonic philosophy as the means thereto. 
For us it has the advantage of being the confession that we are 
looking for out of Aristotle's own mouth. 

It was not an accident that one of the younger generation of 
Academicians undertook to justify the ideal of the scholarly life 
to the outer world. This generation suffered the old conflict 
between theory and practice with renewed violence. Plato him- 
self never denied, even in his most theoretical periods, that he 
had been to school under Socrates, who put his pamful questions 
to his f eUow-men at the bidding of conscience and of the needs of 
life. Plato's own philosophy was equally rooted in the needs of 
the time and of practical life ; only its culmination, the apprehen- 
sion of the Forms, reaches up into the region of pure theoreti- 
cal knowledge. In his hands the Socratic demand that we shall 

expressed in the Archiv fur GescMchte der Phtlosophte (vol, i, p. 493) by Diels, 
who at that time wished to explain away the obvious traces of Platonism in the 
fragments as mere stylistic ornaments. The real state of affairs had been 
suggested by Hirzel [Hermes, vol. x, p. 98). He was too timid, however, to 
oppose the reigmng prejudice, as would have been logical; and Diels put lum 
to silence. Since then Diels has changed his view about the development of 
Aristotle, as is clear from the Zeitschrtfi fur vergletchende Sprachforschung, vol. 
xlvu, p. 201, n. 4 He there recognizes that my Entstehungsgeschichte der 
Metaphysih has demonstrated that Aristotle had a Platonic period. But the 
exoteric writings are in part still earlier than the oldest passages m the treatises, 
and in contents they constitute the stage prior to the critically revised Platomsm 
of those works. 
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know the nature of virtue becomes a doctrine of the primacy 
of the creative intellect, which contemplates pure bemg and 
reorganizes life accordingly. He disputes the right of eveiy other 
kind of life to this position This is not an attempt to prove to 
the incorrigibly practical that a 'gift' for theory has a certain 
justification for existing along with other activities, because it 
does no one any harm ; it is the bold belief that nothmg but the 
knowledge of the highest truth can form the foundation of a life 
that is worthy of its name. Plato never relaxed this claim, even 
when he had given up trying to reform reality and was devoting 
himseh exclusively to research ; but the younger generation was 
obliged to ask itself the question afresh, ]ust because it harl never 
experienced an3rthing but the theoretical life ; and it had to find 
the value of this life in the inner man, in the pure bliss of con- 
templation, and in the union of the intellect with the eternal. 
Thus the Platonic ideal, originally so fuU of reforming zeal, took 
a contemplative and religious turn. 

This exuberant ideal of contemplation can be justified only 
by means of some conception that implies the identity of 
theoretical knowledge and practical conduct. Such a conception 
is that of phronesis.^ Pkronesis is central to the Protrepticus , 
which is concerned with the possibility, subject-matter, use, 
growth, and happiness, of theoretical toowledge. It may be 
interpreted as the creative apprehension of pure goodness 
through the inner intuition of the soul and at the same time as 
an apprehension of pure being, and also as the derivation of 
valuable activity and true knowledge from one and the same 
fundamental power of the mind. It is one of the ‘innate ideas' 
of the Greek spirit. It went through a long development, but no 
period brought it nearer to its fulfilment than that from Socrates 
to Aristotle. In the Protrepticus its meaning is purely Platonic. 
For a long time it had been split into two systems, one pre- 
dominantly practical and economic, the other moral and 
religious This very split made it suitable to be the crystallizing 
point of the thought of Socrates. It was then taken over by 

[Translator’s note The word 9p6vT^cris is usually translated by ’wisdom’ in 
Plato. In Aristotle’s Nicomachean Eth%cs W. D. Ross renders it by ’practical 
wisdom’. Sometimes the best translation is 'prudence’. The corresponding 
verb means 'to take thought’.] 
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Plato, who strongly emphasized the element of mtellectual know- 
ledge in it, and examined the special nature of this 'knowledge*. 
It now took to itself the Form or standard as its object, and thus 
became the mtellectual intuition of the good and the beautiful 
in themselves . The F orm had first occurred to Plato in connexion 
with Socrates* problems, that is to say, in the ethical sphere ; but 
as it widened its sway until it finally became the general principle 
of all being, ^^Arowes^sreceivedmoreandmore content It became 
the Eleatic science of being. It became the Anaxagorean Nus. 
In a word, it became pure theoretical reason, the opposite of what 
it had been in Socrates* practical sphere. At this point Plato 
divided his system into dialectic, ethics, and physics. From then 
on there were several phroneseis. Frequently the word meant no 
more than 'special science*; gymnastics and medicine, and all 
disciplines whatsoever, were This development can be 

understood only by means of the development of Plato*s philo- 
sophy as a whole, and its final division into three philosophies. 
At the same time a development took place in the theory of the 
first principles, in the course of which the Form became mathe- 
matical, and ended in a theology and a monadology. In the 
Protrepticus phronesis has this meaning almost exclusively. It is 
Nus, metaphysical speculation, that which is really divine in us, 
a power wholly distinct from the other faculties of the soul ; as it 
is in the T%mams and the Phtlebus, in the Laws or the Epinomis. 

Whereas the Protrepticus understands phronesis in the full 
Platonic sense, as equivalent to philosophical knowledge as 
such, when we come to the Metaphysics the conception has dis- 
appeared. The Nicomachean Ethics also presents a wholly 
different picture. In this work the phronesis of the Protrepticus 
is definitely rejected In the sixth book considerable space is 
devoted to the question of the position of phronesis among the 
intellectual faculties. Ever3rwhere a polemical intention appears 
between the lines. Aristotle reduces the word to its meaning 
in ordinary usage, i.e. to the sense that it had before Plato. 
He deprives it of all theoretical significance, and sharply dis- 
tinguishes its sphere from that of sophia and Nus.'^ In common 

* Eth, N%c. VI. 5 Jtf. Ordinary usage xs emphasized in 1140^ 25 and 29 , ^ 8, 10, 
and II. and 1141^25, 27, and *^5. [Tr. — Socpla is practically identical with 
' wisdom ' ] 
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usage it is a practical faculty, concerned both with the choice of 
the ethically desirable and with the prudent perception of one’s 
own advantage. Such is Aristotle’s later terminology. He is at 
the farthest remove from the standpoint of his early period 
when he concedes phronesis to animals.* In coimexion with 
ethics it now means an habitual disposition of the mind to 
deliberate practically about everything concerning human weal 
and woe^ (e^is irpocKTiKii). He insists that it is not speculation 
but deliberation, that it is concerned not with the universal but 
with the fleeting details of life, and that it therefore does not 
have the highest and most valuable things in the universe for 
object, and in fact is not a science at all ^ What all this amounts 
to is the pubhc recantation of the Platonic views in the Pro- 
trephcus. Whereas he there described metaphysics as 'the 
phronesis of the kind of truth that was introduced by Anaxa- 
goras and Parmenides and their followers’, he here expressly 
lays it down that such persons as Anaxagoras and Parmenides 
are not cHH&dphronimoi but sophoi, precisely because while they 
inquired into the eternal laws of the universe they did not under- 
stand their own advantage.* 

Beneath this change in terminology hes a change in the 
fundamental principles of Aristotle’s metaphysics and ethics. 
To Socrates phronesis had meant the ethical power of reason, a 
sense modelled on the common usage that Aristotle restores to 
its rights in the Nicomachean Ethics. Plato analysed the nature 
of this ethical insight more exactly, and derived it from the con- 
templation of eternal Norms, and in the last resort from the 
Good. This changed it into the scientific apprehension of m- 
dependent objects ; but Plato was justified m retaining the name 
phronesis, in as much as the knowledge of true being was in fact 
a knowledge of the pure Norms by reference to which man 
should order his life. In the contemplation of the Forms being 
and value, knowledge and action, coalesce. When the theory 
of Forms was abandoned being and value fell apart, and dia- 
lectic thereby lost its direct significance for human hfe, which to 
Plato was an essential feature of it. The distinction between 

* Eth. Nu VI 7, 1141*27. * Eth. Nic VI. 5, ir4o’’4 and 20. 

* Eth. Nic. VI 8, ii4i’’9 and 14; 1141*21 and 33 fi.; 1142*24. 

* Frg. 52 (p 59 , 1 3, in Rose). Eth. Ntc. VI. 7, 1141b 3-5. 



84 THE ACADEMY 

metaphysics and ethics became much sharper than before ^ To 
one looking backwards from this point of view Plato appears 
‘ intellectualist because he based ethical action entirely on the 
knowledge of being. Aristotle drew a line between the two. He 
discovered the psychological roots of moral action and evaluation 
in character (fi9os), and from then on the examination of 11605 
took the foremost place in what came to be called ethical thought, 
and suppressed transcendental phronesis The result was the 
fruitful distinction between theoretical and practical reason, 
which had lain together as yet unseparated in phronesis. 

From this sketch of the historical development it follows 
necessarily that in the Protrephcus Aristotle based himself on 
a different metaphysics. It was the abandonment of the Idea- 
theory that led to the break with Plato’s doctrine of the primacy 
of phronesis, and with his onesidedly theoretical derivation of 
the ethical life. Therefore the Protrepficus, which is still com- 
pletely dominated by the conception of phronesis in the old sense, 
must have been based on Plato’s ethical metaphysics, that is, on 
the unity of being and value. AH the essential parts of it are m 
fact Platonic, not merely in language but also in content. No- 
where else does Aristotle sanction the Academic division of 
philosophy into dialectic, physics, and ethics (except in the 
Topics, but there it is merely mentioned in passing, and the 
Topics is presumably one of his earliest efforts) ^ Moreover, 

* This IS true of all specifically human values, but not of absolute value or 
good. Anstotle believed as much as Plato that being and value in the absolute 
sense coincide in the conception of God In that respect he remained a Platomst 
to the day of his death. The highest being is also the highest good At the point 
that IS farthest removed from human afiairs metaphysics penetrates into ethics 
and ethics into metaphysics The perspective, however, has shifted completely. 
It is only in the far distance that the motionless pole appears, an ultimate sign- 
post, on the horizon of existence. The connexion of this metaphysics with 
particular actions is too loose to justify its being called phronesis. 

^ In frg. 52 (p. 60, 1. 17, in Rose), m the course of a proof that we can attain 
to real knowledge, Aristotle clearly distinguishes knowledge (i) ' of the just 
and the beneficial', (2) of 'nature', and (3) ‘of the rest of truth’. He does not 
yet possess an expression for ‘ first philosophy ’ (cf. p. 59, 11. 1-4, in Rose, where 
the conception of it is again linked with the knowledge of the just and unjust 
and the knowledge of nature, and again expressed by a periphrasis).^ At any 
rate, Plato's word 'dialectic' seems to him not to be characteristic enough; 
it fails to distinguish ontology from ethics and politics, and it does not con- 
tain any reference to an object For the latter reason Anstotle limits it to 
formal logic, which has no obj*ect. In harmony with the tnpartite division of 
philosophy is the proof (i) about substance (p 60, 1. 21 — ^p. 61, 1. 1, in Rose), 
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there is as yet no trace of what we find in the Ethics^ the 
supplementation of the doctrine of virtue by psychological 
analysis , instead of that we have Plato's architectonic doctrine 
of the four virtues ^ The decisive thing, however, is what the 
Protrepticus says about the method of ethics and politics. 

The opponents of philosophy are there made to describe 
ethics in accordance with Plato's notion of it, as if the correct- 
ness of that notion were self-evident. It is a science of the just 
and unjust, of the good and bad, like geometry and its related 
sciences ^ Aristotle is here caUmg attention to a point that had 
obviously aroused severe criticism, the view that ethics is an 
exact science. In another place he describes politics (which he 
considers inseparable from ethics) as a science that seeks for 
absolute norms (opoi). To philosophical politics he opposes the 
'arts', which use merely second-hand knowledge. He reckons 
ordinary empirical politics as one of them, because its decisions 
are based only on the analogies of experience and it is therefore 
incapable of ever giving rise to creative action. Philosophical 
politics has 'the exact in itself for object. It is a purely theo- 
retical science.3 

This ideal of mathematical exactness is contrary to every- 
thing that Aristotle teaches in his Ethics and Politics about the 
method of those studies. In the Nicomachean Ethics he explicitly 
opposes the demand for an exact method, as being incompatible 
with the nature of the material. In this respect he equates ethics 
and politics with rhetoric rather than with mathematics. ^ Their 
propositions are merely t 3 q)ical, never universal ; their mf erences 
are valid at best as a general rule, and not without exception. 
To the ideal of method that he stood for in the Protrepticus 
Aristotle here replies that the more general ethical propositions 
are the more empty and ineffective they are.s Virtually every 

(2) about the virtues of the soul (p 61, 11 2-8, m Rose), and (3) about nature 
(p 61, 11 8-17, in Rose). In Top. I. 14, 105^ 20 flf., Aristotle distinguishes 
between ethical, physical, and logical premisses, here again 'dialecticar is 
avoided, cf. Xenocrates frg. i (Heinze) 

^ For the four Platonic virtues see frg. 52 (p. 62, 1 . i, in Rose) and frg. 58 
(p 68, 11. 6-9) 

* Frg. 52 (p 58, 1 23, m Rose). 

3 Iambi Protr., p. 55, 11. i and 6 ff., in Pistelli, 

^ Eth. N^c. I I, 1094^11-27, I. 13, 1102^23. 

® Eth. Ntc II 7, 1107^29. 
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word that the Nicomachean Ethics contains about this matter is 
written with a polemical implication, and we must learn to read 
it with this in mind. In the Protrepticus it was said that the 
philosophical statesman is distinguished from the common run 
of pohticians by the exactness of his knowledge of the norms ; 
he beholds things in themselves, and does not rest content with 
their variegated reproductions in empirical reality. There is an 
intentional reminiscence of this passage, almost to the very 
same words, in the Nicomachean Ethics ; but there the view is 
converted into its exact opposite. We read that one must dis- 
tmguish between the way m which a geometer and the way in 
which a carpenter (i.e. an empiric) measures a right angle. 
The former beholds truth itself ; the latter inquires into the nature 
of rectangularity only so far as it is necessary for his practical 
purposes. And it is with the latter, not with the geometer, that 
Aristotle compares the science of ethics or politics ! Plato's ideal 
of an ethics proceeding more geometnco is here emphatically 
rejected, whereas in the Protrepticus it still holds undisputed 
sway and when Aristotle here insists that for the statesman, 
and even for the student listening to lectures on ethics, practical 
experience is far more important than theoretical equipment, 
that also is polemic against his own earlier Platonic view.^ Of 
late origin again is the declaration that philosophy is not neces- 
sary for a king, but rather a hindrance; he should, however, 
give ear to truly philosophical councillors. This appears to come 
from a work addressed to Alexander, and to refer to a particular 
situation, which may be dated during the Asiatic expedition.3 
Between the time of the letter to Themison, which invited him 
to theoretical statesmanship based on the Forms, and the time 
when Aristotle wrote this piece of advice, a change had occurred 
in the fundamentals of his thought. 

* Eth. N%c. I 7, 1098^26: ‘And we must also remember what has been said 
before, and not look for precision in all things alike, but in each class of things 
such precision as accords with the subject-matter, and so much as is appro- 
priate to the inquiry For a carpenter and a geometer investigate the right 
angle in different ways, the former does so in so far as the right angle is useful 
for his work, while the latter inquires what it is or what sort of thmg it is , for 
he IS a spectator of the truth. We must act in the same way, then, in all other 
matters as well, that our main task may noth e subordinated to minor questions.' 
Cf. Iambi. Protr., p 55, 11 1-14, m Pistelh 

* Eth. Nw. X. 10, n8i^ i and 10, I. 13, 1102319 ff. 


3 Frg. 647. 
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The ideal of geometrical ethics could have been conceived only 
on the basis of the later theory of Ideas. To Plato knowledge 
was measurement. By an exact science he understood one that 
measures things in accordance with an absolute and completely 
determinate measure. Hence the indeterminate (cnrsipov), the 
manifold of the sensible world, is never an object of pure science. 
The Phtlebus shows how in his old age he tried to make ethics an 
exact science on the mathematical pattern by means of the 
principles of limit (TTEpas) and measure (iJiETpov). In that 
dialogue the notion of measurement is constantly recumng ; it 
is the sign of the mathematical stage of the Idea-theory Since 
aU that is good is measurable and determinate, while all that is 
evil is immeasurable and indeterminate, both in the cosmos and 
in the soul, Plato's later politics and ethics are really nothing but 
a theoretical science of measure and the norm. In the second 
book of his lost Statesman Aristotle wrote: ‘ the good is the most 
exact measure' ^ The Platonist Syrian quotes these words 
against their author, and argues from them that Aristotle under- 
stood Plato's doctrine better at other times. Aristotle meant 
precisely the same thing in the Protrepticus when he demanded 
exactness and described politics as a science of pure norms. 
This is the philosophy of the Philebus, which gives the first place 
in the table of goods to measure (iJiSTpov), the second to the 
measurable (oumiETpov), and the third to the reason that appre- 
hends measure {phronesis).^ In the Republic the Form of the 
Good had been the ground of the being and knowabUity of the 
whole real world. According to the Philebus and to Aristotle's 
Statesman the reason why it is so is that it is the highest and 
universal measure, the absolute unity that makes the world of 
Forms determinate, 'symmetrical', and thereby real, good, and 
knowable. AU that is indeterminate is excluded from it. We 
need not here inquire what part Plato's later view that the 
Forms are numbers has to play in this doctrine. Aristotle men- 
tions it frequently in the Protrepticus, His later ethics is an in- 
tentional contradiction of the view represented there and in the 
Statesman ; according to it there are no universal norms, there is 

^ Frg 79. Syrian’s remarks on this statement, which Rose does not repro- 
duce, are important because they show that he was fully conscious of the con- 
tradiction between it and Aristotle's later view. ^ Phil, 66 a. 
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no measure except the individual living measure of the auto- 
nomous ethical person, and phronesis is concerned not with the 
universal but with the particular.^ 

'The good is the most exact measure’ means precisely the 
same as Plato’s dictum m the Laws, ' God is the measure of all 
things This pointed attack on Protagoras’ statement that man 
is the measure of all things was intended to set the absolute 
norm on the throne of the universe God is the good in itself, 
the pure monad, the measure of measures. Thus politics and 
ethics become theology and take their stand at the head of 
theoretical philosophy, what is and what ought to be are 
identical in the absolute sense; and human action is done with 
immediate reference to the highest value and meaning in the 
world. In accordance with its prmciples the Nicomachean Ethics 
denies that politics has this leading position; politics can no 
more be the highest wisdom than the aims of human life can 
aspire to the highest good, which is glimpsed only by the wise 
man in his intuition of the divinity. 3 

The view of the Philehus, that philosophy ought to be made 
an exact and mathematical science, + did not influence the Pro- 

* *The good man judges each class of things rightly, and in each the truth 
appears to him. . And perhaps the good man differs from others most by 
seeing the truth in each class of things, being as it were a norm and measure of 
them*, Eth. Nic III 6, 1113*^ 29 jBf 'The refined and well-bred man, therefore, 
being as it were a law to himself’, IV 14, 1128® 31. ‘ If virtue and the good man 
as such are the measure of each thing, those also will be pleasures which ap- 
pear so to him, and those things pleasant which he enjoys', X. 5, 1176® 18. 
Incidentally, these remarkable sentences prove once more, if only we look at 
them in the light of the Protrepticus, that Aristotle's ethical inquiries were 
originally entirely dominated by Plato's problem of the measurabihty and 
measure of moral phenomena, his change consisted simply m rejecting the 
umversal norms, and recognizing no measure but the autonomous conscience of 
the ethically educated person ('the good man'), a measure which can claim no 
'exactness' in the epistemological sense Thus he refers every man to himself, 
and recogmzes the inexhaustible variety of the conditions of individual moral 
action without undermining the inviolabihty of the inner norm. The famous 
notion of virtue as a mean between excess and defect is also treated as a problem 
in the measurement of continuous quantities (II. 5, 1106^26); and it is this 
treatment that gives sense to the method employed, a fact which is usually 
completely misunderstood, because everybody ignores the actual historical 
connexions out of which Aristotle's problem arose. 

^ Plato, Laws IV. 716 c 'God ought to be to us the measure of all things, 
and not man as men commonly say.' 

3 Eth. Nic VI. 7, 1141^20 fif. 

♦ For exactness (dKpipeiGc) as the sign of a disciphne's being scientific in 
character see Phil 56 b-c, 57 c-e, 58 c, 59 a, 59 n, and so on 
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trepticus merely with regard to the nature of ethics and politics. 
It is also the underlying reason for the account there given of 
the relation between empirical and pure science. Plato's later 
doctrine took from mathematics not merely the conception of 
measure and the ideal of exactness, but also the problem of 
drawing the line between pure and applied science. In the Pro- 
trepticus the opponents of pure philosophy and science are 
represented as coupling geometry and surveying, the theory of 
harmony and music, astronomy and the sailor's knowledge of 
sky and weather, in order to prove that theory is actually a 
handicap in any department of practical activity, because it 
prevents the student from getting practice and often even 
impairs the certainty of his natural instinct.^ We should like to 
know how Aristotle replied to this criticism, but unfortunately 
his answer is lost. The idea of coupling together pairs of pure 
and empirical sciences was naturally not invented by his 
opponents ; it was first used by Plato. The Philebus distinguishes 
an arithmetic of the philosophers from the arithmetic of the 
many it is science in a greater or less degree according as the 
units with which it operates are like or unlike. Similarly there 
are two 'arts' of computation and two of mensuration; in fact, 
there are many 'arts' where such a twin brotherhood exists, 
without their being distinguished by name.3 Those with which 
the true philosophers are occupied are incomparably superior to 
the others because of their exactness and truth in matters of 
measure and number. Presumably Anstotle's answer to the 
empiricists was similar to Plato's in the Philebus ' it does not 
matter which 'art' is most serviceable and which is of the 
greatest use, but which aims at the greatest accuracy, clarity, 
and truth. ‘A little pure white is whiter and fairer and truer than 
a great deal that is mixed', and the lover of pure colours will 
therefore prefer it unconditionally.-^ This view, that knowledge 
ought to be made exact even if it thereby becomes useless, is 
also the conviction of the Protreptious. It arises out of the 
artistic attitude to mathematics that is characteristic of Plato's 

^ Frg. 52 (p 59, 11 . 18 ff , m Rose). 2 ^5 

3 Phil. 57 D. Cf. Epin. 990 A, where the mathematical astronomer is con- 
trasted with the empiric and the man who is weatherwise 

^ Ph%l. 53 A 
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later theory of Ideas; and without this artistic feeling for 
method Aristotle is inconceivable. 

The Protrepticus gives clear expression not merely to the 
consequences of the theory of Forms but also to its actual 
contents.^ Just as in the arts and crafts man's best tools, by 
which he measures and tests the straightness or smoothness of 
perceptible things, are copied from nature, so too the statesman 
according to Aristotle has definite norms (opoi), which he 
receives ' from nature itself ^Xid from the truth ', and by reference 
to which he judges what is ]ust, noble, good, and advantageous. 
Just as the tools that are taken from nature are superior to all 
others, so the best law is that which most accords with nature. 
It is, however, impossible to produce this law without first 
having learnt to know being and truth by means of philo- 
sophy. Neither the tools of the other arts nor their most 
accurate calculations are directly derived from the highest 
principles (ouk octt’ auToov tcov TTpcoTcov) ; they come from 
sources once, twice, or many times removed, and their rules are 
obtained by mere experience. Only the imitation (niiJiriais) of 
the philosopher is exercised directly upon the exact in itself 
(dor’ aCfTco V tcov dKpipcov) ; for he is a contemplator of things 
in themselves, and not of imitations (ocCrrcov yap ecrri Oearfis, 
oAA’ ou iniiTmorrcov), 

Both the language and the philosophical content of this pass- 
age are pure Plato, a fact which had already been noticed in the 
days when the idea that Aristotle had a Platonic period was 
inconceivable.^ So long as it was considered in isolation it may 
have seemed a sufficient explanation to say that it was an 
.imitation of Plato's style, and that the pupil's own opinion lay 
hidden discreetly and cautiously beneath ; but the meaning of 
these words can be really understood only by reference to their 
organic connexion with the philosophy of the Protrepticus, and 
the latter necessitates the dualist metaphysics of the Forms as 

* Iambi Protr., p 54, 1. 22-p, 55, 1. 14 (not m Rose). 

* In Hermes, X. 99, Hirzel rightly compared this fragment, where the ruler 
and statesman is called upon to study philosophy, with Plato’s demand that 
kings philosophize or only philosophers be kings Hirzel also says that lambli- 
chus’ tenth chapter belongs not to the Protrepticus but to some purely political 
writing of Aristotle's early period , but we have already shown that this is an 
error. 
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the theoretical basis of the above-described doctrines of values. 
The ‘ first things ’ that are here spoken of are not the same as 
those in Aristotle's Metaphysics and Analytics It is true that in 
the Metaphysics as well as here we read that the philosopher 
apprehends the highest principles, the things that are most 
universal (rrpcoTa) and we have shown that its first two 
chapters are closely dependent on the Protrepticus throughout; 
but this only makes it the more significant that Aristotle there 
purposely avoids the Platonic expression 'the first things in 
themselves' (aura toc -rrpcoTa) by excising the 'in themselves' 
(ocura) — ^that is to say, by excising the very word that makes the 
expression 'first things' in the Protrepticus a piece of specifically 
Platonic terminology. Even apart from that the expression 
'first things' cannot here refer to the abstract universal in 
Aristotle's later sense, because the abstract universal is not con- 
trasted with any 'imitations' (^llJn^pocToc). 'Imitations' is again 
a specifically Platonic term, and cannot be significantly used 
apart from the doctrine that the Forms are archetypes (trocpa- 
^Efyuorra) in which the things of sense participate. To suppose 
that such an acute logician and stylist as Aristotle could use 
'imitation' merely in the etiolated sense of 'perceptible things' 
is simply impossible.^ 


^ Metaph. A 2, 982^25 

^ The expression ‘imitation' is meant to emphasize the greater reality of the 
archetype Hence it can no longer be used as soon as the Forms have ceased to 
be substances and become merely the highest universals Still less would it be 
possible to say that on Aristotle's view the particular things of visible nature, 
which are made up of matter and form, are ‘imitations' of the entelechies or 
forms that are active in them * Imitations ' presuppose Platonic transcendence, 
the 'separateness' of archetype and copy The question is decided by the fact 
that Aristotle also uses Plato’s techmcal term when criticizing the Forms in 
later works; he often calls them simply ‘themselves' (ocOtA) without any ac- 
companying words, ]ust as he does here when he says ‘for he is a contemplator 
of theyyiselves f and not of iwittaiions^ (otOrcov yip Ion 06Gm^j, iAX* oO |jii|j,T)iiiTcov, 
Iambi, p 55 , 1 13). Here the pronoun does not refer to anything that has gone 
before , it is used absolutely This way of writing is not lucid unless the Forms 
are being contrasted with the corresponding sensible phenomena or copies, and 
hence we find it only when this is so. Cf. Metaph, 991^5, ‘in itself and in the 
particular' (l-rri t’ ocOrfis Kal Tfjs nvfij) ; ^30, ‘not only of sensible things, but 
of themselves also ' (oCr n6vov twv alcr0TiTcov . . . aXXi kkI ocOtwv) ; ^ 30, ' between the 
things here and themselves' (iieralO rcov SieOpi t* lorai Kai cxirrtov) ; 997^14, 
‘besides themselves and the sensible ones* (irotp" oOris Kai ris aic 70 riTis) ; ^24, 
‘between themselves and the perishable ones’ (iiEra^C/ oOtdov te kkI tmv (pSaprCiv) 
This peculiar usage of Plato's has obviously escaped the notice of scholars. 
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Such a way out of the difficulties that entangle every Aris- 
totelian interpretation of the passage would be desperate, and 
there is stiU another fact that precludes it. These Platonic ex- 
pressions are equated with the phrase ‘nature itself and the 
truth \ N ow this cannot be the Aristotelian conception of nature. 
In the first place, the addition of ‘ itself ' would not be justifiable. 
Secondly, this nature is the source of absolute and exact 
standards for politics and ethics, which Aristotle's is not.^ 
Lastly, Aristotle could not say that the philosopher who in- 
vestigates nature is investigating ‘the first things themselves', 
while the other arts, whose instruments and rules are equally 
obtained from visible nature, are concerned only with copies 
two, three, or many degrees removed , for if both have nature in 
the same sense as the subject-matter of their imitation, what 
distinguishes philosophy from the other arts in this respect ? 

This comparison between philosophy, which contemplates 
things in themselves, and the arts, which merely imitate copies 
of copies, brings us a little farther. It comes from the account 
of the theory of Forms in the tenth book of the Republic.^ The 
tertium comparationis is the fact that both of them have their 
archet3qie in something objective and external to themselves, 
from which they as it were read off the law of their subject- 
matter, For the arts and crafts the archetype is the nature that 
is perceptible. For philosophers it is ‘nature itself, which can 
be grasped only by pure thought. It is real being, and it can also 
be described as ‘the first things themselves' (ocurd xd TrpcoTa)^. 
It follows that these ‘first things' cannot possibly be the highest 
universals, because, whereas their equation with ‘nature itself 
gives them objective reality, Aristotle in his maturity denied 
that universals possess this. The only possible inference from 
these facts is that in this passage the highest universals and the 

^ Plato’s Statesman, 297 c and 30D c ff , is the origin of the application of the 
terms ' imitation ’ and ‘ copies of the truth ’ to a politics that proceeds by earthly 
models and in accordance with written laws and constitutions, and is not 
creative because not based on the eternal norm. In that dialogue it occurs 
frequently, as does the comparison of the true statesman with a helmsman (cf 
297 e). The problem itself also comes from the same place. In 308 c Plato’s 
ideal pohtics is called *the true and natural art of statesmanship’. 

2 Plato, Rep. X. 599 a, 600 e, 602 c, 603 a, 605 b. 

3 Plato, Farm 132 D ‘the Ideas are, as it were, patterns fixed in nature,' 
The equation of nature, being, and truth, is Platonic. 
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most 'exact* things are still considered identical with the 
essentially real — and that is true only of the Platonic Idea. 
Only of the Idea could one say that it is nature itself, the divine, 
the steadfast, the abiding, and the eternal, by the sight of which 
the philosophical statesman lives, and to which like a good 
helmsman he moors his ship.^ 

The main function of the Forms in the Protrepticus is to sup- 
port its theory of knowledge by providing an exact object for 
pure knowledge, and secondarily to provide ethical norms. This 
is the direction in which Plato*s development finally took him, 
and Aristotle follows. It leads to greater emphasis on method, 
and to the suppression if not to the denial of the existential 
character of the Forms. The very proof that they do possess 
real existence is now made to rest mainly on the requirements 
and presuppositions of conceptual knowledge. If the only real 
objects were sensible phenomena, conceptual thinking, which 
alone is exact, would have no real object; and in that case it 
would not be knowledge at all, according to the outlook of the 
time. The view that pure knowledge is exact thus becomes really 
the cardinal point in Plato’s later thought. The Form is the 
pure object revealed by exact thinking. This was one of the 
Academy's main arguments. Aristotle reproduced it in his lost 
work On Forms, and Alexander of Aphrodisias has preserved it 
therefrom. It explains why the Protrepticus calls the Forms 
'the exact in itself*. Even the technical term that was used in 
the Academic proof reappears here, namely ‘the absolutely 
determinate’ (toc wpicrpevcx) 3 In later days it was one of 
Aristotle's hardest problems to decide whether we can have 
any scientific knowledge of the supersensible ; if Plato’s Forms 
do not exist, it is not clear how the essences of things can be 
grasped by general conceptions. The Protrepticus, on the other 
hand, argues with remarkable determination, and obviously 
from quite different presuppositions, that it is possible to have a 
science of the just and the good, of nature, and of 'the rest of 
truth* (ie. the 'really real*, 6vtcos 6v). For its author that 
which is first m order of being coincides with that which is most 
knowable ; and the latter, which is also called the determinate 

* Iambi. Pvotr , p. 55, 11 . 21 £f ® Frg. 187. 

3 Frg. 52 (p. 60, 1 21, in Rose). Cf. On Foyms, frg. 187 (p. 149, 1. 22, in Rose). 
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and the orderly, coincides with the good and the cause. ^ It is 
true that expressions like ‘prior by nature', and ‘prior with 
reference to us', and ‘first things' in the sense of ‘ultimate 
grounds', occur elsewhere also in Aristotle's philosophy. But 
there is no doubt that they arose originally out of Plato's argu- 
ments for the Forms. They fit them best, and must have been 
invented primarily for them. Their meaning is clear only so 
long as they are applied to a transcendental reality such as Plato 
believed in; they become ambiguous if referred to immanent 
essence. Hence Aristotle is obliged to differentiate their meaning 
and to add qualifications (such as ‘by nature’ and ‘with refer- 
ence to us '). They cannot be used absolutely, as they are in the 
Protrepticus, unless truth and being and value coincide in the 
most perfect object of knowledge (as they do on the theory of 
Forms). The amalgamation of ethics and ontology, which also 
occurs in this argument, is explicable only on the supposition 
that the words ‘prior' and ‘good' refer to the Foims. 

The final proof is given by the view taken in the Protrepticus 
of the elements (crroixeioc) of reality, a view which the Meta- 
physics combats in detail ^ In the earlier work Aristotle writes as 
follows : ‘ the prior is cause in a greater degree than the posterior ; 
for when it is destroyed the things that receive their substance 
(ttiv oucriav) from it are destroyed along with it, lines along 
with numbers, planes along with lines, and solids along with 
planes'. The Metaphysics on the other hand denies all sub- 
stantiality to the objects of mathematics, numbers, points, lines, 
planes, and solids; while it mentions that the Platonists held 
this view. We read there: ‘We call that substance (oOcioc) . . . 
also by whose destruction the whole is destroyed, as the body is 
by the destruction of the plane, as some say, and the plane by the 
destruction of the line ; and in general number is thought by 
some to be of this nature'. In the oldest portions of the Meta- 
physics the criticism of Platonism is mainly directed against 
this, the final form of the theory of Ideas, according to which the 
Ideas either have mathematical objects existing as substances 
alongside of them, or actually are numbers themselves. Aris- 
totle there calls this ‘a remarkably weak argument’. This only 

* Frg. 52 (p. 60, 11 . 17 ff , in Rose). 

^ Frg 52 (p 60, 1 . 26, m Rose), cf. Metaph. L 8, 1017^ 18, N 3, 1090^5. 



THE PROTREPTICUS 95 

makes it the more significant that he himself had formerly main- 
tained the doctrine he here attacks. It stands or falls together 
with the Platonic view of substance, and with the doctrine that 
the Ideas and the objects of mathematics possess transcendental 
actuality. 

Aristotle allows it to be seen that there was controversy in 
the Academy about the elements of reality. ' It is impossible to 
know anything else until we know the causes and principles of 
things, whether they are fire or air [i e. the elements of the 
physicists] or number or some other natures [tpuaeig, i.e. the 
Ideas].' I Plato himself gives similar hints in his later dialogues, 
without actually lifting the veil In the Philehus he speaks openly 
of the 'strong feeling' (ttoT^ti orrou^^fi) about the theory of 
Forms, and the 'controversy about division' (hetoc ^laipEoscos 
djjKpitTp'nTriais) in connexion with them.^ Aristotle took a 
lively share in these discussions, which only makes it more re- 
markable that in the Protrepficus he subordinates his private 
opinion to the prevailing Academic doctrine. Two conclusions 
may be drawn with certainty. First, even in those early days he 
did not maintain the theory of Forms as a static dogma ; he was 
an adherent of it, but he spoke of it with fuU consciousness of its 
difficulties. These difficulties, however — ^and this is the second 
conclusion — did not yet seem to him sufficiently fundamental to 
enable him definitely to refute Plato's doctrine, as he did in his 
work On Philosophy and in the Metaphysics soon after 348. And 
so perhaps we may say that neither in the Protrepticus nor in 
Plato's later dialogues does the Academy's literary portrait of 
itself quite reveal the true state of its esoteric discussions. It is 
significant that the most interesting thing in Aristotle's early 
works and in the later dialogues of his master is often precisely 
that which they do not say. 

This gives the more value to this confession of the representa- 
tive of the young generation, as an addition to Plato's own 
embodiment of the spirit of the Academy in his writings. We 
learn from it what seemed to him essential in the work of the 
Academy. 

When he mentions with enthusiasm the recent rapid advance 
(eiTi2^oais) of philosophy along the road of exact science, we 

^ Frg. 52 (p. 61, 1 . 13, la Rose). ® PhiL 15 a. Cl Pavm. 130 b £f. 
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feel ourselves directly transported into the midst of Plato’s 
community of students. In the Academy men felt that they 
were swimming in the main current of progress, in comparison 
with which the other 'arts’ were stagnant water. Aristotle 
speaks of the pace of the movement, and he believes that the 
completion of knowledge is at hand. He shares in the confidence 
which his generation derived from the conviction that it 
possessed creative power and had made unexampled progress. 
Men believed that genuine inquiry can make men happy, and 
this belief arose not from any artificial arguments but from 
actual good fortune and intensified experience; if it ever has 
been true it was true then. The outsider may think it thankless 
work, exclaims Aristotle, but he who has once tasted of it can 
never be satiated.^ It is the only form of human activity that is 
not restricted to any time or place or instrument. It does not 
require any encouragement from external gain. He who lays hold 
of it is laid hold of by it ; thenceforward he knows of nothing 
pleasanter than 'sitting down to it’ (irpocrE^pEia). It was this 
circle of students that gave birth to Aristotle’s ideal of ‘the 
theoretic life’ — ^not, that is to say, the animated g37mnasium of 
the Lysis or the Chwymides, but the cabin (KotAOpq) in the 
secluded garden of the Academy. Its quietude is the real original 
of the isles of the blest m the Protrepticus, that dreamland of 
philosophical otherworldliness ^ The new type of philosopher 
models himself not on Socrates but on Pythagoras or Anaxagoras 
or Parmenides. The Pfotrepticus names these three as founders. 

This change is important enough to require our attention a 
little longer. 

This seems to have been the moment at which the Academy 
first raised the problem of the historical and the Platonic 
Socrates, because the members were becoming more and more 
conscious of their distance from the Socratic type. In their 
earliest attempts to distinguish his share from Plato's they 
naturally denied to the historical Socrates almost every piece 
of philosophical knowledge that is ascribed to him in Plato’s 

* Frg, 52 (p 62, 1 20, m Rose) 

* Frg. 58 (p. 68, 1 , 3. and p. 69 , 1 i, in Rose). The literary model for this was 
Plato, Goyg. 526 c, and Rep, VII. 540 b The Platomsts referred these two 
passages to life in the Academy. The Epznomts (992 b) takes over the same idea. 
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dialogues. Later on this radicalism was followed by a reaction, 
so that Aristotle obtained the following result : ‘ Two things must 
in fairness be ascribed to Socrates, inductive arguments and 
universal definition.’ > In any case there is no coimexion between 
Socrates and the theoreticsd philosophy of the Protrepticus. In 
that work metaphysics, which has not yet received the name 
‘first philosophy’, is described as 'speculation of the t57pe intro- 
duced by Anaxagoras and Parmenides', and the ancestor of 
Plato’s philosophy is considered to be P3H;hagoras.^ Even in the 
first book of the Metaphysics Aristotle stiU holds that Plato’s 
doctrine was essentially Pjrthagorean in origin, though it added 
'some peculiarities of its own ’.3 This view, which must often 
have astonished the reader, is not intended to belittle Plato. It 
was the official view of the Academy ; and Aristotle still held it 
when he wrote these words about 348/7. The Platonic Socrates 
had been the result of the artist’s desire to mould and create ; 
the Academy’s cult of Pythagoras, one of the most remarkable 
examples of religious auto-suggestion there have ever been, was 
a projection of the Academy itself and its number-metaphysics 
into the half-mythical personality of Pythagoras, whom the 
Platonists venerated as the founder of ‘the theoretic life’, and 
whom they soon freely credited with the views of their own time 
and school. 

The tale about Pjlhagoras in the Protrepticus, unimportant 
as it is, enables us to see with our own eyes how story-telling 
developed and came to have its fateful influence on the history 
of Greek philosophy. Pythagoras is asked what is the purpose of 
human life. He replies, ‘to contemplate the heavens ’.+ In 

‘ Metaph M 4, 1078'’ 27. This cautious formula seems to me to be still the 
fairest account of the historical facts. Maier [SokraUs, Tubingen, 1913, pp. 
77 ) was no doubt right in denying that Socrates had any logical theory of the 

universal and induction , it is high time that we ceased calling Socrates the first 
logician on the strength of Aristotle’s statement But his actual words give no 
sanction whatever to such a view ; he merely describes the logical operations 
that Socrates pYa,ot%sed, He considers Socrates, however, from his own point 
of view. His aim is not in the least to give 'a picture of the man’, but to dis- 
cover in him, as m Demoentus and the Pythagoreans, the primitive origins of 
logical method (cf 1078^20). 

® Iambi Protr , p 51, 11. 8 and ii ; frg. 52 (p. 59, 1. 4, in Rose). 

3 Metaph. A 6, 987^30. 

^ Iambi. Protr., p 51, 1. 8. The dictum of Anaxagoras at 1. 13 is a variant of 
this 
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answer to a second question he describes himself as such a con- 
templator (Osoopos). With this story let us compare the classical 
account of the origin of the word ‘philosopher’ in Cicero's 
Tusculan Disputations, which comes from Heraclides of Pontus, 
a feUow-student of Aristotle’s. ^ Here again Pythagoras is being 
questioned. He calls himself a philosopher, and to explain this 
new name he tells the following story. He compares human life 
with the great festival at Oljmpia, where aU the world comes 
together in a motley throng. Some are there to do business at 
the fair and to enjoy themselves , others wish to win the wreath 
in the contest ; others are merely spectators. The last are the 
philosophers, of whom there are but few. After reading the 
Protrepticus one recognizes in the first two groups the repre- 
sentatives of pleasure and virtue, that is of the ‘ apolaustic ’ and 
the ' practical ’ fives. The philosopher lives entirely for ‘ theory ’, 
for pure phronesis. Attractive as this story sounds it is neither 
a unity nor original. Heraclides, the most assiduously Pytha- 
gorean of all the Platonists, has obviously been stimulated 
by the Protrepticus. He projects the distinction of the three 
fives into the dim past. The kernel of the tale lies in the 
word ‘theory’, which inevitably suggests a double meaning. 
The Protrepticus had already drawn the parallel between the 
philosopher’s contemplation of reality and the sacred spectacle 
of Olympia, and had done so in a passage close to that describing 
the answers of Pythagoras.^ Heraclides simply combined these 
two elements into a short story and gave it a little embellish- 
ment. What to Aristotle was merely a stylistic device now be- 
comes a simile of the three lives (since not every one who goes to 
Olympia is a spectator), and is ascribed to Pythagoras himself 
(otOros £(pa). In reality the tale presupposes the fundamental 
notions of Plato’s later ethics and metaphysics. 

Lastly, we must consider what the Protrepticus can tell us 
about Aristotle's early attitude towards fife and relgion. In this 
respect it is supplementary to the Eudemus ; it shows that the 
view that he had there established about the other world made 
a radical difference to his opinion of this one. In both works he 
is thoroughly pessimistic about earthly fife and temporal goods 
and interests. He exhorts us to throw away fife of our own 
• Cic. Tusc. V 3, 8. ® Iambi. Protr., p. 53, 1 . 19. 
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accord, in order to obtain a higher and purer good in exchange. 
But whereas the Eudemus, with its doctrine of the soul and 
immortality, is predominantly speculative, the Protrepticus 
introduces us to a more personal atmosphere. 

Following Plato’s example and doctrine, Aristotle is con- 
vinced that there are higher, imperishable values; and that 
there is a truer world, towards which genuine knowledge leads. 
For the sake of that good he abandons all the seeming goods 
of power, possessions, and beauty.^ The worthlessness of all 
earthly things has never been more contemptuously denounced. 
As to the dream of the aesthetic eighteenth century — ^harmony, 
cloudless serenity, and the enj oyment of beauty — the Protrepticus 
feels nothing but the profoundest disgust for it. Probably it 
never really appealed to the Greek spirit. There were moments, 
as in the fourth century, when the aesthetic attitude seemed to 
be triumphant in life and in art ; but they were soon overtaken 
by the reflection that ' strength, beauty and stature are but a 
laughing stock, and utterly valueless’. When these words were 
written the beauty of the body in its sublime austerity had long 
ceased to seem divine ; and the art that should have interpreted 
it was living on a mere semblance, the empty cult of form. In 
the Protreptuus Aristotle lays hands on the beautiful Alcibiades, 
who was the idol of that age, and in whom it delighted to find its 
own image. He puts his finger on the weakness of the time when 
he says that if a man could see into the inside of that much- 
admired body 'with the eyes of Lynceus', he would find a 
picture of ugliness and nausea.^ He himself is using the L 3 mceus- 
vision of another attitude towards life when he penetrates this 
visible material partition that surrounds us and discovers 
behind the scenes of appearance a new and hitherto invisible 
world, the world of Plato. 

On this view the perfection of all the imperfections of human 
life must lie in the transcendental world. Thus life becomes the 
death of the soul, and death the escape into a higher life. 
Aristotle borrows the language of the Phaedo and declares that 
the life of the true philosopher must be a continual practice 
of death.3 He will find nothing harsh in that, for to him the 

* Iambi. Protr., p 53, 1 19. * Frg 59 (p. 70, 1 . ii, in Rose; cf. 11 . 7 flf.), 

^ See Diels, Archtv fur Geschzchte der Philosophte, vol. 1, p. 479. 
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imprisonment of the soul in the body is an unnatural state full 
of inexpressible suffering.^ This is pictured in horrible colours 
in the simile of the Etruscan pirates. In order to torture their 
prisoners, these pirates bound their living bodies face to face 
with corpses and left them to perish slowly, thus constraining 
life and putrefaction into an unnatural union. In spite of the 
self-tormenting crassness of this simile, it bears the marks of 
genuine personal experience and sensitive emotion. The young 
Aristotle had really felt the pains of man's dualistic existence, 
as Plato and the Orphics had felt them before him. It is an 
absolutely intolerable and blasphemous notion that this Platonic 
imagery is nothing but a conventional mask, concealing a spirit 
in reality playful and easy-going. We must simply relearn our 
history. The fact is that there was a time when these ideas 
seemed to Aristotle an inseparable part of his own ego. He uses 
every kind of phrase and metaphor to inculcate them. He is fond 
of taking words from the vocabulary of the mysteries, because 
only by means of religion can he understand and overcome the 
constraint of man's dualistic existence. As the ancient mystic 
doctrines whisper, the whole of human life is a penance for some 
heavy guUt that the soul has incurred in an earlier existence. 

The supersensible process of the soul's home-coming is made 
to include man's moral obligations as well. Ethics is thus de- 
prived of its absolute validity and independent worth. Far 
removed though Aristotle is from reducing the various aspects of 
actual moral life to the single gaze of the mystical vision, or from 
having recourse to ecstasy, he nevertheless does unconditionally 
subordinate the realm of will and action to the contemplation of 
the eternal good. 

^ The final section of the excerpts from the ProtrepHcus, which was worked 
over by lamblichus (see page 79 above), is contaminated with Neo-Platonism, 
but the following passage seems to me unmistakably genuine ' Here, however, 
because it is perhaps uimatural to our race to be here, it is hard to learn and to 
examine anything, and only with difficulty would a man perceive anything, 
because of the awkwardness and unnaturalness of our hfe; but if ever we can 
get safely back whence we came [the Eudemus again'], it is obvious that we 
shall all do it more pleasantly and easily’ (Iambi. Protr ^ p 60, 11 10-15) 
*AKy hrroc06a 2ii<iic t6 Trapd* 90 o-i\; lacos elvai to fmffiv xocXeiriv to iiovSitvEiv ti 
Kal otcotteIv £on Koti |i6Ais <i 5 v> atluSifcvoiTo (^) 2 ic< Tijv <3t9ufav koI -rfiv irocpa scoViv, 

TTOTE ^v/VTi&wuiEV ocoOfivei 56 hv ZfiXov tbs fiXiov Koi oOri ironiarDiiEv 

Tritvres. The repetition of -rrccpi 9OCTIV shows that here, too, the onginal has been 
clumsily abbreviated. 
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THE PROTREPTICUS 
The philosopher must keep himself as free as possible from 
the distractions of practical life. The Protrepticus warns us not 
to become too deeply involved in mortal affairs, and not to lose 
ourselves on the false trails that humanity follows. All such 
things only hinder our return to God. Our sole aspiration should 
be that we may one day die in peace, and so return from this 
close imprisonment to our home. We ought either to seek truth 
and devote ourselves to it, or to have done with life altogether , 
for all else is but folly and idle talk.^ 

* Frg. 6i (p. 72, 1. 20, in Rose). Cicero put this passage at the end of his 
Hortensius, along with similar thoughts also borrowed from the Protrepticus 
Presumably they came at the end in the original too. 




PART TWO 

TRAVELS 




CHAPTER V 

ARISTOTLE IN ASSOS AND MACEDONIA 

I N 348/7 Plato died, and at almost the same instant Stagira 
was destroyed by the ravaging and burning troops of Philip 
of Macedon, who was attacking the commercial cities of the 
Chalcidic peninsula. Thus at one stroke Aristotle was deprived 
both of his ancestral and of his spiritual home (for such had 
Plato's presence made Athens to him). In spite of his increasing 
independence in intellectual matters he had refused to leave 
Plato, so long as the latter lived; but, the master's eyes once 
closed for ever, the tie that bound him to his feUow-students was 
soon broken. In the very same year he departed for Asia Minor, 
leaving his circle of friends and the scene of twenty years of en- 
nobling experience and devoted common work.* In the absence 
of any information about the true reason for this momentous 
step, which was perhaps decided even before Plato's death, wild 
suggestions have been put forward. In his writings Aristotle 
frequently applies sharp criticism to Plato's doctrines ; hence it 
was not difficult to find supporters for the conjecture that he had 
broken away from his teacher, and that his departure from 
Athens was the expression of the break. His character was 
scrutinized in the hope of discovering personal reasons. His 
mocking way affected delicate nerves unpleasantly (although it 
always gives place to the greatest respect when he speaks of 
Plato), and he was particularly obnoxious to those who took his 
all-commanding intellect and his insistence on logical purity for 
the signs of a destructive spirit. He himself protests against the 
insinuation that a criticism must always have personal motives, 
even if it happens to be true. In late antiquity gossip openly 
charged him with malice and ingratitude, and the motives of his 
departure were shrouded in a thick fog of suspicion, the express 
dispersion of which, although we have become more sceptical 
about conventional moral judgements, is not yet superfluous, 
especially as the real reasons for the step are stiU unexplained.^ 

^ Apollodorus in Diog L. V. 9 (cf. V. 3, where the chronology is hopelessly 
confused) , Dionys Hal ep ad Amm. 5. 

“ Aristotle protests against charges initiated by Plato’s followers in Nic» 
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A clever and cultivated scholar of imperial times, Aristocles of 
Messana, had the moral force to tear down this veil of legend. 
He put an end to the persistent tradition of the compilers by 
going back to the primary sources and demonstrating the miser- 
able insufficiency of the grounds on which the gossip rested. 
Chance has kindly preserved to us the part of his critical inquiry 
where, after triumphantly destroying the threadbare tissue of 
lies, he shows that the rumours of a break between Plato and 
Aristotle rest on a crying misinterpretation of a passage in the 
latter’s pupil Aristoxenus of Tarentum.* In all probability it was 
Aristocles who, after demolishing these apocr3q)hal tales, restored 
to light that precious personal document which gives us Aris- 
totle’s real attitude to his master better than aU the hypotheses 
of alien malice, namely the altar-elegy dedicated to Eudemus.^ 
The assertion, that the man to whom Aristotle is enthusiastic- 
ally testifying in this fragment is not Plato but Socrates (whom 
Aristotle had never seen in his life), is self -contradictory and 
psychologically improbable.^ It would never have been put for- 
ward if scholars had kept steadily in mind the fact that this rare 
jewel owes its rediscovery solely to a critical biographer’s search 
for first-hand information, and therefore must have contained 
Aristotle’s own explicit account of his relation to Plato and his 
reply to the malicious critics of that relation. The later Neo- 
Platonists took the poem from a learned work on this subject, 
where it was quoted only so far as it threw a direct light thereon. 
It is therefore clear that by the man 'whom bad men have not 
even the right to praise’ is meant in this elegy none other than 
Plato; and that the 'bad men’ whose praise Aristotle thinks 

I 6, 1096® 11-16, and frg. 8. Our information about the gossip in the schools 
has been critically examined by Stahr (Anstoteha, Halle, 1830, vol i, pp 46 fE ). 
He takes his material from Franciscus Patritius (Discusstones penpatehoae^ 
Basle, 1581) The latter, a Platonist of the Renascence, was quite blinded by 
his hate of Aristotle ; he put imphcit faith in any accusation however absurd. 

^ Aristocles in Euseb. pvaep ev. XV. 2, 3. 

2 This is the view of Immisch [FUilologus, vol. Ixv, p. ii). It is rendered 
probable by the fact that, as Stahr has shown (ibid. vol. 1, p. 61), what the 
Ammomus-life of Aristotle tells us about his relation to Plato must be referred, 
on account of its verbal echoes, to the fragment of Aristocles preserved in 
Eusebius. 

3 Bemays, G&sammelte Ahhandlungen, vol. 1, pp. 143 fi. Rightly rejected by 
Wilamowitz [Anstoteles und A then, vol. ii, p. 413), and more recently by 
Immisch (loc. cit.). 
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damaging to the master are not just any misera phhSj but those 
mistaken admirers who thought it their duty to defend Plato 
against Aristotle's criticism of his doctrine ^ A literal translation 
may be added here : 

Coming to the famous plain of Cecropia 

He piously set up an altar of holy Friendship 

For the man whom it is not lawful for bad men even to praise. 

Who alone or first of mortals clearly revealed. 

By his own hfe and by the methods of his words. 

How a man becomes good and happy at the same time. 

Now no one can ever attam to these thmgs agam. 

The dedicator of the altar, here spoken of in the third person, 
is unknown to us. The statement that the poem was addressed 
to Eudemus is no help, because we cannot determine whether the 
C3rprian or the Rhodian is meant. The latest Neo-Platonists, in 
their confused version of the life of Aristotle, professed to be 
able to describe the inscription on the altar ; and according to 
them the dedicator was Aristotle. It is quite unsafe to make this 
the basis of an interpretation. Fortunately, the various remain- 
ing versions of the biographical tradition enable us to follow the 
growth of the legends so clearly that we can detect the stages in 
the gradual development of this supposed inscription.* 

Though there is some obscurity in the outward situation as 
depicted by Aristotle, there is none whatever in the inner, and 

^ Only so can we give concrete meaning to this passionate repudiation of the 
profane. In Aristotle’s style an empty rhetorical hyperbole is unthinkable ; and 
to refer it to Diogenes the Cyme (as is done by Gomperz, GnecHsche Denker, 
vol 11, p 539 , and by Immisch, loc cit , p. 21), because he also taught the self- 
sufficiency of virtue, seems altogether too strained. Diogenes could perhaps 
have appealed to Socrates in support of his own doctrines, but never to a 
thinker so theoretical and so far removed from himself as Plato. 

2 Immisch considers the inscription genuine (loc. cit., p. 12) ; but in the V^ta 
Marciana the spurious hexameter, ‘Aristotle set up this altar for Plato’, is 
quoted by itself, as is right (p 432 in Rose) ; and then we read, ‘and %n anoth&r 
place he says of him, “ a man whom it is not lawful for bad men even to praise ” 
This second line is a pentameter, and what happened is that the careless compiler 
of the so-called Life According to Ammonius put the pentameter and the hexa- 
meter together (p 439 in Rose), supposing that ‘man’ was in apposition to 
' Plato and that the two lines formed a single distich, although they were given 
separately in his source. It is inconceivable that things can have gone the other 
way, namely that the author of the Vila Marciana can have had the distich 
before him as a whole, and then broken it up and said that the pentameter came 
from another poem. Originally the quotation probably included the whole of 
the fragment of the elegy, for it is obvious that it was obtained from Anstocles 
(see above, p. 106, n. 2), 
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that is what we are concerned with. The first line tells of a man, 
presumably a pupil of Plato's, who came to Athens and set up 
an altar there That this was an altar to Plato, i.e. that the 
latter was accorded divine honours, I cannot admit. At first 
sight we may be confused by the fact that 'altar' governs two 
genitives, 'Friendship' and 'man'; but a Greek would surely 
have assumed without question that what was meant was that 
he set up an altar to most honourable Philia, in honour of the 
friendship of the man whom bad men may not even praise.^ 
The adjective 'holy' puts it beyond all doubt that the divinity 
in whose name the altar was set up was Philia. On the other 
hand, the second genitive makes it equally certain that this altar 
of friendship was to be sacred not to any rationalistic allegory, 
not to any bloodless and lifeless abstraction, but to the man in 
whose person and actions the goddess had revealed herself to his 
disciples as a very present help.^ The apotheosis of the human 
person is impossible in Plato's concept of religion, and the 
examples of Alexander, Lysander, and Epicurus, are inappli- 
cable here. Only that which is of the nature of a Form can be 
fully divine.3 For an example of this specifically Platonic re- 
ligious feeling we may take Aristotle's hymn to Hermias (below, 
p. ii8). Here too we find that neither is the poem addressed 
to the dead human being nor is the abstract notion of virtue 

' Wilamowitz (loc. cit., pp 413 ff ) takes IZpOcrcxTO pcou6v dv2p6s together 
(‘set up an altar to a man 1 e to Plato), and regards ‘of holy Friendship ' as a 
gemtive of cause, or as an lomcism, though he thinks this less good , but either 
would be somewhat far-fetched for the simple and prosaic speech that had been 
the rule in elegiac poetry since the days of Evenus and Cntias. Immisch, feehng 
this, but wanting to preserve the altar dedicated to Plato, emended the text to 
eOcteP^coi; (TEuvfiv ipiAiocv (‘m worship of holy Fnendship he set up an altar to the 
man whom*, &c.), which is simply impossible (In his commentary on Hesiod’s 
W ovks und Days WTilamowitz has since called Zt]v6s ipOAocKEs dcvBpcbirwv (v 253) 

‘ a locus classicus for one noun governing two genitives '.) 

* Aristotle, Xenocrates, Speusippus, and Phihp of Opus, all wrote works On 
Fyicndshxp in the Academy, A whole hterature of the subject arose round Plato 
in his old age. It is true that ‘erotic theses* were still discussed in the tradi- 
tional fashion, but Eros was no longer the unifying symbol of the group. 
Aristotle projected him into metaphysics, where he lived on as the amor Dei 
that moves the world ‘It moves the world by being loved.' The neuter is 
significant of the change 

^ Wilamowitz s conception of Plato the God, to whom he supposes the altar 
to be dedicated (loc cit , vol. u, pp 413 fi ), is certainly fine, but it scarcely fits 
the temper of the stem and pious men of Plato's circle. To Aristotle Plato does 
indeed hold an exceptional place among ‘mortals* (1. 4), but he always remams 
the mortal who leads towards the divme goal. 
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personified. Virtue here means the divine Form of human virtue 
(he twice uses the word liopcpii) striving for the greatest prize 
of existence, such as Anstotle and his friends experienced it in 
the life and death of Hermias , and therefore it is 'the virtue of 
Hermias'. The hymn sings the praises of an invisible goddess, 
never to be seen by man, but it sings them in honour of her latest 
visible embodiment on earth. In fine, the altar carried only one 
word, 'To Friendship'; but Aristotle, who is here interpreting 
the inscription in the manner of a pious exegete before a sacred 
object, rightly refers it to 'The Friendship of Plato' We do 
not miss the second name, although friendship involves two 
persons, for in the band of 'friends' (91A01, as the members of 
the Academy called themselves) which one of them could lay 
exclusive claim to this position ? Plato’s friendship was holy to 
them aU, because it was the innermost bond of their community. 

There is a close connexion between the dedication and the 
attributes which the last lines ascribe to Plato in the manner of 
a hymn. The fundamental principle, both of Plato's theory of 
friendship and of the actual life of the Academy, was that the 
true friend is simply the perfectly good man. Hence the last 
lines praise Plato as the mortal through whom this transcendental 
Form has been realized.^ He alone has shown us, or he first at 
any rate, that man is the free master of his own life and fate if 
he is good; and he did not merely teach it in theory, but was 
a living example of it to his friends. N 0 one will ever be able to 
do so again — so says Aristotle, if we are to conclude from the 
uncompromising 'he alone of all mortals' ; but who can tell the 
future, or say what is possible to man ? So Aristotle modifies 
'alone' with 'or first'; and in the last line he modifies 'ever 
again' with 'now' — at any rate it is impossible for the present 
generation ever to equal him.^ In this contrast between the 

* Since this hook was written I have again discussed the poem in detail in 
the Classical Quarterly (vol. xxi, 1927, pp, 13 ff), and shown that KDCT^2ei§Ev 
(‘revealed’) is commonly used of founders of religions and such persons. This 
makes it quite unmistakable what position Aristotle assigns to Plato in the 
elegy 

^ On the understanding of the final line depends the understanding of the 
whole poem. In content it is unexceptionable. Its interpreters have failed to 
notice that oOk gorri AapeTv ('it is impossible to attain’) is a standing expression 
in Aristotle’s treatises for the unattamability of the ideal. In Pol. VIII. 
1332^23 he says of a political ideal, ‘since this is not easy to attain’ (oO ^(}c2idv 
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present generation and the superhuman leader there is a tragic 
resignation, in virtue of which this memorial poem is not a mere 
piece of exalted praise but a human and moving confession. 
The fact is that Aristotle in his Ethics denies Plato's doctrine 
that man's happiness depends only on the moral power of his 
soul.^ He would prevent the chatterers from copying this sub- 
lime dictum. But to Plato, its originator, it was absolute truth. 
Where is the man that can follow up his steep path ? 

Earth's insufi&ciency 
Here grows to Event ; 

The Indescribable, 

Here it is done 

Nevertheless, Aristotle's departure from Athens was the ex- 
pression of a crisis in his inner life. The fact remains that he 
never came back to the school in which he had been educated. 
This was presumably connected with the question of Plato's 
successor, which would inevitably determine the spirit of the 
Academy for a long time to come, and the decision of which 
could not meet with Aristotle's approval in any event. The 
choice, whether Plato's own or that of the members, fell on 
Plato's nephew Speusippus. His age made it impossible to pass 
him over, however obvious Aristotle's superiority might be for 
all who had eyes to see. The decisive consideration was perhaps 
certain external circumstances, such as the difficulty of convey- 

AapElv). III. 1286^ 7, 'aristocracy would be more desirable than monarchy, . . 
if it were possible to obtain many men of the same kind’ ( 5 cv iji XapeTv, 1 e to 
discover in reality, or to make real) Objection has been taken to the juxta- 
position of * ever again’ and ‘now’. This manner of speech is due to the com- 
pactness that compresses two possible expressions into one, namely ‘ never or 
at least not now ' and ' none of those now living ’ (oOZevI tcov y£ vOv) Aristotle 
writes his own language, and it cannot be reduced to a set of rules. He is in- 
terested solely in the accuracy of the intellectual nuance that he wishes to 
convey, and not in the smoothness of the diction , e g the precise distinction of 
‘ or first’ in the fourth hne is more suitable to a lecture than to an elegy The 
master has shown us the goal — such is the meaning of the conclusion — ^but we 
men of the present cannot fly so high. It follows that the poem was written 
'after Plato's death, and is addressed to Eudemus of Rhodes. The f eehng is too 
direct, however, for it to have been written during Aristotle’s latest period It 
seems to be the offspring of strong emotion and inner conflict. If, as I believe, it 
was at Assos that both Theophrastus and Eudemus became students of Aris- 
totle’s, the elegy may have been written shortly after Plato’s death. At the 
moment when Aristotle was abandomng the master m matters of doctrine, the 
impulse of his heart drove him to declare his inner relationship to him m the 
form of an intimate personal confession. 

* Immisch rightly emphasizes this, loc cit , p. 17. 
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ing the Academy to a metic, although this was afterwards over- 
come. The choice of Speusippus continued Plato's family in the 
possession of the property. Whether, in addition to such reasons 
of external expediency, personal antipathies also played a part, 
it IS no longer possible to say ; but on general grounds it is prac- 
tically self-evident that they must have done so. One thing, 
however, is certain; it was not Aristotle's criticism of Plato’s 
fundamental doctrines that prevented him from succeeding 
to the headship of Plato's Academy. Speusippus himself had 
declared the theory of Ideas untenable during Plato’s own life- 
time, and had also abandoned the Ideal numbers suggested by 
Plato in his last period; he differed from him in other funda- 
mental particulars as well. And that Aristotle was not meanly 
but highly thought of in the school when he left Athens is proved 
by the person who accompanied him, namely Xenocrates, the 
most conservative of all Plato's students with regard to altera- 
tions of the doctrine, but at the same time a thoroughly upright 
man. The departure of Aristotle and Xenocrates was a secession. ^ 
They went to Asia Minor in the conviction that Speusippus had 
inherited merely the office and not the spirit. The spirit had 
become homeless, and they were setting out to build it a new 
place. For the next few years the scene of their activity was 
Assos on the coast of the Troad, where they worked in common 
with two other Platonists, Erastus and Coriscus from Scepsis 
on Ida. 

The importance of this period has not been recognized. 
Plato's sixth letter, the genuineness of which has been con- 
vincingly demonstrated by Brinckmann,^ is addressed to Erastus 
and Coriscus, two former students now in Asia Minor, and to 
their friend Hermias, lord of Atarneus. The two philosophers 
are to put themselves under the protection of Hermias, since, 
while persons of excellent character, they are devoid of worldly 

* Strabo XIII 57, p 610. 

® Rheimsches Museum, N.F., vol. Ixvi, 1911, pp. 226 £E. In onr views of the 
external events connected with Hermias we agree almost entirely (see my 
Entstehungsgeschichte der Metaphysik des Anstoteles, 1912, pp. 34 £f ) , and 
IS all the stronger evidence because Bnnckmann started from a quite different 
point, and we reached the same conclusion independently of each other. 
Although my book was not published until 1912, it had already been submitted 
as a thesis to the philosophical faculty at Berlin when Brinckmann's miscellany 
appeared. 
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experience ; Hermias on his part is to learn to appreciate their 
steadfast and trustworthy friendship. This remarkable relation 
between the two companions of Plato and the prince of Atarneus 
has been illuminated by an inscription first published by Boeckh,^ 
in which 'Hermias and the companions' (the formal phrase 
*EpiJiio(s Koci oi HTaipoi occurs five times in the original) make 
an alliance with the people of the city of Erythrae. The 
newly discovered commentary of Didymus on Demosthenes' 
Philippics leaves no doubt that the companions who here 
appear along with Hermias as legal parties to the contract are 
none other than the two philosophers from the neighbouring 
town of Scepsis, as was already probable from Plato's letter. 

Hermias was a man of lowly origin That he was a eunuch is 
not to be denied. Even the story that in earlier years a bank 
had employed him as money-changer at the counter presum- 
ably rests on fact, although it is related by Theopompus, who 
describes him as unpleasantly as possible.^ He began by getting 
possession of some mountain villages in the neighbourhood of 
Ida.3 Later he obtained public recognition from the Persian 
administration, and was allowed to adopt the title of prince, pre- 
sumably after the payment of an adequate sum. His residence 
was at Atarneus. His steadily growing political influence ex- 
tended the area under his control to an astonishing size. In the 
end he must have maintained a substantial contingent of mer- 
cenaries, for he reduced rebellious places to obedience by military 
raids, and he afterwards withstood a siege by the Persian satrap, 

Erastus and Coriscus had lived for a long time in the Academy, 
and then returned to their native town of Scepsis. Hermias' 
original reason for entering into relations with them was certainly 
not theoretical enthusiasm for Plato's philosophy. They must 

* Boeckh, 'Hermias von Atarneus’ in Ahhandlungen dey BBvhner Akademie, 
1853, Histonsch-philosophische Klasse, pp. 133 ff. (Khineye SchrifUn, vol v, 
p. 189). The inscription appears in Dittenberger’s Sylloge, vol i^, p. 307. 

® He was certainly a Greek, or Aristotle in his hymn could never have repre- 
sented him as the upholder of the true tradition of Hellenic virtue, in contrast 
to the barbarians who treacherously killed him (cf. the epigram, Rose, frg 674) 
In the letter to Philip Theopompus says (Didymus in Demosthenem, col. 5, 24, 
Diels-Schubart, Berlin, 1904). 'Though a barbarian he philosophizes with 
Platonists, though he has been a slave he competes with costly chariots at the 
meetings ’ Here the first statement at any rate is either a he for the sake of 
rhetorical antithesis or merely a reference to his being a eunuch. 

3 Didymus m Demosihenem, col. 5, 27, Diels-Schubart 
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have been persons of importance in that little city. The com- 
munity was proud of its two learned sons It was not uncom- 
mon for smaU Greek cities to call for laws from citizens who had 
become famous. The mathematician Eudoxus, who returned to 
Cnidus as a great scholar, was highly respected there; he was 
voted an honorary decree and entrusted with the task of writing 
new laws for the city.^ Erastus and Coriscus no doubt tried to 
introduce in Scepsis various political reforms that had been 
suggested in the Academy, as other Platonists did in other 
places, some as dictators or the advisers of princes, others as 
communists and tyrannicides. Presumably Plato wished to in- 
stitute a friendship between the two companions and their 
'neighbour' Hermias, because, while he recognized their noble 
disposition, he was afraid they might be somewhat doctrinaire. 
The letter that we possess is the solemn record of this peculiar 
pact between Realpolitik and theoretical schemes of reform. The 
spirit of Plato hovers over the institution, and, although he 
is not acquainted with Hermias,^ whom he supposes to be an 
unphilosophical and purely practical man, he exhorts the 
three parties to read the letter in common whenever they come 
together; and, if there should be any disagreement, to have 
recourse to the arbitration of the Academy at Athens. The move- 
ment towards reform thus appears as the result of a philo- 
sophic political system, which is to be realized throughout Greece 
wherever the opportunity occurs, and in which the Academy 
intends to retain the lead. 

When this oligarchy of wise men was established the philo- 
sophers naturally demanded that Hermias study geometry and 
dialectic, 3 just as Plato had once demanded it of Dionysius, his 
pupil Euphraeus of Perdiccas king of Macedon, and Aristotle of 
Themison of Cyprus ; and, like those other knowledge-hungry 
men of a busy and enlightened but inwardly vacillating century, 
Hermias applied himself to study with increasing zeal ; and, what 

^ Diog. L VIII. 88 

® See Plato, Letter VI, 322 e. Strabo, on the contrary (XIII. 57, p. 610), 
wrongly makes Hermias a philosopher and one-time student of Plato's, in order 
to explain his connexion with the Academy. For some inexplicable reason this 
contradiction was formerly supposed to prove the letter spurious, although 
Strabo's account contains many other inaccuracies (Bnnckmann, loc. cit., p. 228) . 

3 Plato, Letter VI. 322 D. 
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is more, directed his life on moral principles, which Theopompus, 
perhaps not without some justification, declares that he had not 
done during the first years of his rise. From the contradictory 
judgements of the Chian, who considered him absolutely un- 
scrupulous, and of the Platonists, whose honest admiration for 
him is reflected by Aristotle and Callisthenes,i we may con- 
clude that he was an unusual person, a mixture of natural intel- 
ligence, enterprising energy, and great will-power, but at the 
same time full of unresolved contradictions. At any rate the 
benefit that he received from the men of Scepsis was not merely 
in regard to the health of his soul ; we now know from Didymus 
that they gave him correct pohtical advice, for which he pre- 
sented them with the town of Assos. On their recommendation he 
voluntarily changed his tyranny 'into a milder form of constitu- 
tion'. This step conciliated the Aeolian peoples of the coast, and 
the consequence was that the territones from the Ida-range 
down to the coast of Assos came over to him of their own free 
will. In the milder form of constitution we may recognize the 
idea of Plato and Dion, who had intended to consolidate the 
Syracusan t5n:anny by the adoption of a constitutional form, 
and then to unite the city-states of Sicily, for purposes of foreign 
politics, under its strictly monarchical leadership. What could 
not be realized in Sicily became a political reality in miniature in 
Asia Mmor.2 


* See the juxtaposition of favourable and unfavourable judgements in 
Didjrmus, col. 4, 60 fi. He quotes in turn Book XLVI of Theopompus' Philippic 
Histories, his letter to Philip, Calhsthenes’ encomium on Hermias, Aristotle's 
poem to him, Hermippus’ life of Aristotle, and Book VI of Anaximenes’ 
Philippic Histones. 

* Didymus, col 5, 52, Diels-Schubart. I have added some tentative restora- 
tions at the begmning: 

Kai E]k [TflV TTj^plg I- 
oTpocTi^Y[TicrE, cplAous V Irroifiororfo KopioKov] Kai ’'E- 
pacrrov Kai *ApicrroT[§ATjv Kai 5£VOKpc5rfr|v]* 2 i 6 Kai 
•rrt5tVT[£5 oOJtoi irapdc ['Ep(Jil(^ j^ifjyov . . . ] Octte- 
pov . . [ . ] nKo[uaEv a\^tc5v. ... ]. I^ookev 

aCrT[ots 2]copE<5([s ] . . [ . . . 2.k 

■n;pGcv[vl21]a |i[ETe]aTTi[aEV eIj Trpaio]T^pav 2 lU- 
vooTEiau 2 i 6 Kai 'rrAcr[T|s ’tilS hrfip- 

^EV Icos ‘AaaoO, 6x6 Kai CriTEpTio']5Ei5 Tots eI- 
pqiifevois 9iAoa6(poi5 (S[[TrlvEi|jiEv] Tf)v 'Aadwv 
irdAiv, liiAicrra auT'[c5v i3cTroAE|](5(|jLEVos *Api- 
otot§At|V olK6i6TaTa irpjis toOtov. 


The text, together with the restorations, may be translated as foUows . ' And into 
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The reforms of Erastus and Coriscus must have occurred 
before Plato's death, because, since in 347 Aristotle j oined them 
not in Scepsis but in Assos, Hermias* gift must have been an 
accomplished fact at that time. Didymus expressly tells us, 
what we did not know before, that Hermias heard the philo- 
sophers and lived with them for a considerable period ; and, in 
fact, Plato could not have referred in his sixth letter to such 
purely theoretical questions as the doctrine of Forms (322 D) 
unless he had known that each of the three recipients was in- 
terested therein The language of Didymus compels us to 
imagine not merely casual philosophical discussions but actual 
lectures. In this group the lead naturally fell to Aristotle, and 
the fact that Hermias felt specially obliged to him seems to 
show that he to ok the outstanding part in the lectures. N othing 
less than a colony of the Athenian Academy was taking shape 
in Assos at this time, and there was laid the foundation of the 
school of Aristotle. 

It must have been here that Callisthenes enjoyed the instruc- 
tion of his uncle, for he did not hear him in Athens ; in any case 
we have to assume that he was personally acquainted with 
Hermias, because he wrote an encomium on him. In later days 
Neleus, the son of Coriscus, was one of the most active and im- 
portant Aristotelians ; and Theophrastus came from the neigh- 
bouring town of Eresus on Lesbos. When, at the end of three 
years, Aristotle left Assos and settled himself at Mytilene in 
Lesbos, it was probably the influence of Theophrastus that led 
to the decision. ^ He it was also, as is well known, who bequeathed 

the surrounding country , he made expeditions, and he made friends of Coriscus 
and Erastus and Aristotle and Xenocrates; hence all these men lived with 
Hermias . . . afterwards . . he listened to them ... he gave them gifts . . . 
he actually changed the tyranny into a milder rule , therefore he also came to 
rule over all the neighbouring country as far as Assos, and then, being exceed- 
ingly pleased with the said philosophers, he allotted them the city of Assos. 
He accepted Aristotle most of all of them, and was very intimate with him.’ 

^ That Theophrastus joined Aristotle at least as early as the Macedonian 
period is proved by his personal knowledge of Stagira and by the fact that he 
owned property there (Diog. L. V. 52; Histona Plantarum, HI. ii i , IV. 16. 3). 
This can have been acquired only by means of a fairly long stay in that place, 
and such a stay can have occurred only during the penod prior to the founding 
of the school at Athens (335), when Aristotle, together with the little group 
that had followed him to Macedon, was often away from the^court for long 
intervals ; and especially during the years immediately preceding Alexander's 
accession, when the latter was already taking part in afiairs of state. If this is 
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Aristotle’s papers and library to Neleus, who in turn left them 
to his relatives in Scepsis. The close connexion between Aristotle 
and the friends in Scepsis and Assos, for the sake of studying 
philosophy, finally removes all appearance of romance from the 
oft doubted story of the rediscovery of his papers at Scepsis in 
the cellar of Neleus’ descendants,* and it is now clear that the 
frequent use of the name Coriscus as an example in Aristotle’s 
lectures goes back to a time when its owner was actually sitting 
on the bench of the lecture-room in Assos. In this connexion it 
is important to observe a tradition found in the Jewish writer 
Josephus (c Apionem 176), which has apparently never received 
any notice. He mentions a work of Clearchus, one of the better- 
known earlier Peripatetics, on sleep. Aristotle himself appeared 
as a figure in this dialogue, and told of a Greek-speaking Jew 
who came to him during his residence in Asia Minor in order 
to study philosophy 'with him and some other members of the 
school’. Whether this story was Clearchus’ own invention or an 
actual piece of tradition which he used for his own purpose, in 
either case he must have been convinced that there had been a 
time when Aristotle was teaching in Asia Minor together with 
other Platonists, and that can only have been the time when he 
was teaching in Assos. In every respect the experiences of this 
stay in Asia Minor were decisive for Aristotle’s later life. 
Hermias gave him Pythias, his niece and adopted daughter, to 
wife. We know nothing about this marriage except that of it 
was born a daughter who received the same name as her mother. 
In his will Aristotle directs that the bones of his wife, who had 

so, it follows that Theophrastus’ acquaintance with Aristotle dates from the 
master’s stay in Asia Minor, and that Theophrastus followed him thence to 
Macedon. It is not indeed impossible that he had even heard Plato, gone 
through the same process of development as Aristotle (Diog. L V. 36), and 
left Athens along with him; but it 15 very improbable. He died in the 123rd 
Olympiad. If he was twenty years old when he came to Aristotle at Assos m 
348/7, he would be at least eighty when he died, even supposing that it was the 
first year of the Olympiad (288), and may have been anything up to eighty-four 
Hence it is scarcely possible that he was Plato’s pupil for long. It is much more 
natural to think that he was attracted from Lesbos to the neighbouring Assos 
by the teaching of Aristotle and the other Academicians there. His friendship 
with Callisthenes (to whom Theophrastus dedicated Calhsthenes, or On Grtef 
after his death, Diog. L V. 44) must also belong to a time before the founding 
of the school at Athens, since this man followed Alexander to Asia in 334 and 
never returned. 

* Strabo XIII. 54, p. 608. 
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died before him, shall be laid beside his own, as was her last 
wish. Strabo's account is as usual romantically exaggerated ; he 
tells a sensational story of Aristotle’s flight with the t3nrant’s 
daughter, which he supposes to have taken place after the 
capture of Hermias. Here as elsewhere the new Didymus dis- 
covery has corrected and enlarged our knowledge. After three 
years of activity at Assos Aristotle went to Mytilene in Lesbos, 
where he taught until 343/2. He then accepted King Philip's 
invitation to go to the court of Macedon as tutor of the prince. ' 

Soon after entering on this new work he received news of the 
terrible fate of Hermias. Mentor, the Persian general, after 
shutting him up in Atarneus and unsuccessfully beleaguering 
him there, treacherously enticed him into a parley and carried 
him off to Susa. There he was questioned under torture about 
his secret treaties with King Philip, and when he steadfastly 
preserved silence he was crucified. Under the torture the king 
caused him to be asked what last grace he requested. He 
answered: ‘Tell my friends and companions (irpos toOs 91X005 
T6 Kai eraipous) that I have done nothing weak or unworthy 
of philosophy.’ Such was the farewell greeting delivered to 
Aristotle and to the philosophers at Assos.^ Aristotle’s attach- 
ment to his friend, and the deep emotion that he felt at his 
death, are still living to-day in the cenotaph at Delphi, for 
which he himself composed the dedicatory epigram, and in the 
beautiful hymn to Hermias. While the nationahst party at 
Athens, led by Demosthenes, was blackening the character of 
the deceased, while public opinion was dubious about kim in 
Hellas and feeling ran very high throughout the land against 
Philip and his partisans, Aristotle sent out into the world this 
poem, in which he declared himself passionately on the side of 
the dead man. 

* Ci.myEnt Met.Anst.,p.3s. For an example of the wrong view see Gercke 
m Realenzyklopadte der klassischen AUertumswissenschaft^ vol. ii, col. 1014. 
He regards the fall of Hermias as the reason for Aristotle's 'flight', and hence 
assigns it to the year 345, since it is established that Aristotle spent only three 
years in Assos (348-5) ; but Didymus has shown that he left Assos while Hermias 
was still alive, and that the latter did not fall until 341. Some (including 
Gercke, loc. cit.) have conjectured that Aiistotle was in Athens for a short 
intervemng period, during which he taught in the Lyceum, but this rests on a 
rash misinterpretation of Isocrates XII. i8. 

* Didymus, col. 6, 15. 
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Virtue toilsome to mortal race. 

Fairest prize in life, 

Even to die for thy shape. 

Maiden, is an envied fate in Hellas, 

And to endure vehement unceasmg labours. 

Such fruit dost thou bestow on the mmd. 

Like to the immortals, and better than gold 
And ancestors and languid-eyed sleep. 

For thy sake Heracles the son of Zeus and Leda's youths 
Endured much in their deeds 
Seekmg for thy potency. 

Through longmg for thee Achilles and Ajax came to the house of Hades, 
For sake of thy dear shape the nurshng of Atarneus also 
Has left the sun’s beams desolate. 

Therefore his deeds shall be famous in song, 

And he shall be declared immortal by the Muses, 

Daughters of Memory, 

As they magnify the guerdon of steadfast friendship and the worship of 
Zeus the hospitable. 

The unique value of this poem for our knowledge of Aris- 
totle's philosophical development has never been exploited. For 
the most part it has been regarded merely as a human document, 
but it shows that when Aristotle had completed his destructive 
criticism of Plato's Idea, exact thinking and religious feeling 
went separate paths in him. To the scientific part of himself 
there was no longer any such thing as an Idea when he wrote 
these lines, but in his heart it lived on as a religious symbol, as 
an ideal. He reads Plato's works as poetry. Just as in the Meta- 
physics he explains the Idea, and the participation of the sen- 
sible world in its being, as the free creation of the contemplative 
imagination, so here in his poem it appears to him again, trans- 
figured into the shape of a virgin for whom in Hellas it is still 
exquisite to die. The words 'in Hellas' must not be overlooked. 
Cailisthenes also, in the encomyim which he wrote on him at 
this time, uses Hermias' brave death as a picture of Greek virtue 
(&p£Tf|), in contrast with the character of the barbarians (6 tcov 
pappcipcov Tpoirog);^ and Aristotle's dedicatory epigram at 
Delphi reveals hate and contempt for the ' Medes who did not 
overcome Hermias in open fight but craftily broke their word 
and cruelly murdered him. The juxtaposition of Hermias with 
Heracles and the Dioscuri, with Achilles and Ajax, is not a trick 


I Didymus, col. 6. 10-13. 



ARISTOTLE IN ASSOS AND MACEDONIA 119 

of the pELneg3n:ic style; Aristotle does not intend to deck out 
his friend in the pathetic paraphernalia of Homer’s heroes. On 
the contrary, all Hellenic heroism, from Homer’s naive kind 
down to the moral heroism of the philosopher, appeared to him 
as the expression of one single attitude towards Ufe, an attitude 
which scales the heights of life only when it overcomes it. He 
found the soul of the Greeks’ power in this Platonic virtue or 
heroism, be it military prowess or steadfast silence in pain ; and 
this he instilled into Alexander, so that in the middle of a 
century of enlightenment that proud conqueror long fought and 
carried himself as if he were Achilles. On his sarcophagus the 
sculptor represented the deciding battle between Hellenes and 
Asiatics as an example of the same contrast — on the visage of 
the Orientals the marks of deep physical and spiritual suffering, 
in the forms of the Greeks the original, unbroken, mental and 
bodily might of heroes. 

The unfriendly attitude of Aristotle and his companions to- 
wards Persia was at that time universal in the Macedonian 
court. Now that the testimony of Didymus has rehabilitated 
Demosthenes’ fourth Philippic, we know for certam that as 
early as 342/1 Philip was already seriously thinking of a plan 
for a national war against the hereditary foe, a war such as the 
Pan-HeUenic propaganda of Isocrates and his circle had long 
been brewmg. Only this could justify the brute force by which 
the Tring of Macedon was ruling over the free Greek cities. By 
means of his secret agents Demosthenes knew that Hermias had 
made agreements with Philip, and thereby put himself in a 
serious position as regards Persia. This military treaty opened 
the way for a Macedonian attack on Persia. Hermias, being a 
far-sighted politician, had been well aware that the time was ripe 
to invoke Philip's protection for his hard-won position in north- 
west Asia Minor. The clash between the Persian empire and the 
military power of Macedon seemed to him inevitable, and he 
hoped to preserve his independence by giving Philip the Asiatic 
bridgehead and assuring him of a strong base in Aeoha. We do 
not know who told the Persians of these plans. However that 
may be, when the Persian general had taken Hermias prisoner, 
Demosthenes rejoiced to think that the great king would soon 
extract from him, under torture, confessions such as to throw a 
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glaring light on Philip's plot, and to make Persia ready for the 
alliance with Athens on behalf of which Demosthenes had long 
striven in vain.^ 

It is scarcely conceivable that Aristotle knew nothing of the 
high affairs of state which Philip, at whose court he was living, 
was arrangmg with his own friend and father-in-law. He re- 
moved to Pella in 342; Hermias fell in 341. We do not know 
whether the secret treaty was made during this year, or was 
already in being when Aristotle went to Macedon; but it is 
probable that it did not remain secret for long, and therefore was 
concluded not very long before the catastrophe. At aU events 
Aristotle went to Pella with the approval of Hermias and not 
without some kind of political mission. The conventional tradi- 
tion has it that King Philip was searching the world for a man to 
educate his important son, and therefore lit upon the greatest 
philosopher of the age; but at the time when Aristotle was 
lecturing in Assos and Mytdene he was not yet the intellectual 
leader of Greece, and Alexander was not yet an historic figure. 
Nor can the choice have been decided by the fact that Aristotle's 
father Nicomachus had been the personal physician of Amyntas 
at the court of Macedon, for since then four decades had passed. 
Everything indicates that it was the connexion between Hermias 
and Philip that really suggested this remarkable symbolization 
of world-wide historical events, the association of the thinker 
and the great king. Merely to play private tutor would not have 
suited Aristotle's virile character, and there was never much 
outlook in Macedon for a part such as Plato had taken at the 
court of Dionysius and Aristotle himself towards his princely 
friend in Atarneus. Hence it is important that when we analyse 
the Politics we observe a gradual transition from Plato's ethical 
radicalism, and from his speculation about the ideal state, to- 
wards Realpolitik ; and that we are led to the conclusion that 
this change was accomplished mainly under the influence of the 
experienced statesman Heimias. Aristotle did not recommend 
to Alexander the Platonic ideal of the little city-state, such as it 
is preserved in the oldest portions of his Politics ; although this 

Demosthenes, Orations, X. 31. C£. the schoha ad loc. They refer the 
mysterious hints of the ioMTth.Phtlippto to Hermias, and this has been confirmed 
by Didymius* commentary. 



I2I 


ARISTOTLE IN ASSOS AND MACEDONIA 
ideal still had its importance for the Greek cities, which had re- 
mained formally autonomous, and although he afterwards re- 
cognized it again when he lectured at Athens. He was well aware 
— and that he undertook the work is more significant of his 
character than all his political theories — ^that he was forming 
the ideas of the heir of the leading state in Greece, the most 
powerful European kingdom of the age, and that he was at the 
same time a diplomatic link between Philip and Hermias. The 
death of the latter gave an unexpected turn to everything, but 
the anti-Persian sentiment of the coalition thus destroyed be- 
came a part of Aristotle’s emotional life, and in that atmosphere 
Alexander grew up. 

It was a matter of faith with Aristotle that Greece could rule 
the world if it were pohtically united. As a philosopher he re- 
cognized the cultural leadership of this people, which, wherever 
it found itself, penetrated and dominated the surrounding 
nations with astonishing power. No race could vie with the in- 
tellectual compactness of the urban Greek ; both in war and in 
commerce he conquered by his mere technical superiority and 
personal self-reliance. On the other hand, the traditional narrow- 
ness of political life in the autonomous city-state put in the 
way of any organic union difficulties that Aristotle, born in Chal- 
cidice, was unable to appreciate with the Attic democrat’s long- 
standing passion for freedom. Being the son of a family that had 
lived at the Macedonian court, it was easy for him to accustom 
himself to the thought of Greece united under Macedonian leader- 
ship. But in such an unstable form of state there would inevit- 
ably be an antinomy between the patriarchal or agricultural 
kingship on the one hand, and the freedom of the city-demo- 
cracies on the other. This would make for inner disunion and 
could be overcome only by the outstanding personality of a real 
king, in whom Greece could see its own embodiment. Aristotle 
knew that such a man is a gift of the Gods. He was not a sup- 
porter of monarchy at all costs ; Greek thought in fact never 
possessed — or at least that of the fourth century did not — the 
j uristic insight necessary to appreciate the value of legitimacy and 
a fixed succession. The less, however, that the Greeks regarded 
a monarch as ruling by legal right in our sense, the more ready 
they were, even in the century of the greatest enlightenment, 
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to bow before the natural inborn kingliness of a superior indi- 
vidual, if he appeared as a saviour in chaos, and imposed upon 
their world of outworn political forms the law of inexorable 
historical Ananke. 

Aristotle hoped to find such a born king in Alexander, and it 
is due to him that the young monarch, although he always re- 
mained enough of a RealpoUtiker to base himself on his solid 
household troops, his descent from Heracles, and his position 
as commander-in-chief, did sometimes honestly think of his 
historical mission as a Hellenic project. The tremendous differ- 
ence between him and Philip comes out most clearly in their 
attitude towards the Greeks. Philip knew how to make an in- 
telligent use of Greek civilization, as is shown by his invitation 
to Aristotle, for example; and he could not imagine a modem 
state without Greek technical skill and military science, or with- 
out Greek diplomacy and rhetoric. But inwardly he was just a 
cunning barbarian; and his genial power only made the fact 
more grossly obvious, more insulting. By nature Alexander was 
a true scion of this wild stock ; and his Greek c6ntemporaries, 
who were deceived by his excellent education into supposing 
that he might be measured by Greek standards, could never 
understand his combination of great qualities with demonic 
incalculability, mad desire for pleasure, and, in later days, in- 
creasing outbreaks of brutality and cruelty. Nevertheless, his 
remarkably high degree of personal and historical self-conscious- 
ness IS a clear sign of the influence of Aristotle. His favourite 
plan, to set out for Asia like a second Achilles, is characteristic 
of the peculiar mixture in him, and of the clearness with which 
he himself apprehended it. He was Greek in his literary and 
moral schooling. He was Greek in striving for 'virtue', i.e. for 
a higher and more harmonious individuality. But his defiant 
imitation of Achilles expresses his romantic and passionate con- 
viction that there was a contrast between himself and the exces- 
sively civilized culture and politics of the fourth century, and 
also perhaps expresses a certain feeling of half -barbarian knight- 
hood that made it impossible for him to merge himself in Greek 
enlightenment. He marches to Asia ]^surrounded by historians 
and scholars; in Ilium he seeks out the grave of Achilles and 
pronounces him fortunate because he found Homer to be the 
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herald of his deeds. Of such a youth Aristotle might well 
expect that he would lead the Greeks to unity and establish 
their dominion in the east over the ruins of the Persian empire 
(the two things were inseparably connected in his mind). The 
community of ideas between the two men was obviously very 
close, not merely while Aristotle was living in Macedon, but 
down until long after the beginning of the Persian wars. Only 
when the expedition into Asia had immeasurably extended the 
horizon of the Iliadic landscape did Alexander begin to con- 
found the bearing of Achilles with other and oriental roles. 
Then his Greek mission gave place to the new aim of reconciling 
peoples and equalizing races, and Aristotle opposed him strongly. 
This end of their intimate connexions, however, must not be 
allowed to cast any shadow over the time when Alexander, as 
heir to the throne of Macedon, laid the foundations of his poli- 
tical thought under the tutorship of Aristotle, and the latter 
made a close friendship with Antipater, which in some respects 
took the place of that with Hermias, and which lasted even after 
the death of the philosopher. When Philip died Alexander ful- 
filled his teacher’s dearest wish by rebuilding his birthplace 
Stagira, which had been devastated by Philip’s troops during 
the Chalcidic war. Theophrastus’ mother-city, Eresus on Lesbos, 
was also spared when the Macedonians took the island, Callis- 
thenes accompanied Alexander to Asia as historian. 



CHAPTER VI 

THE MANIFESTO ON PHILOSOPHY 

T he history of the most productive epoch in Aristotle's life 
has previously been a blank sheet. Of the period from his 
thirty-seventh to his forty-ninth years, that is, from the time 
when he left the Academy to the time when he returned to 
Athens from Macedonia and founded the Peripatetic school 
(347-335), nothing has been known. No essential connexion 
could be traced between his ' travels ' and the secluded life in the 
Academy that had preceded them. In any case they seemed to 
have no special importance for the understanding of Aristotle as 
a thinker. Since his writings could not be accurately dated there 
appeared to be a complete vacuum between his Academic and 
his Peripatetic periods, it being supposed that the treatises were 
all written during the latter. Since nothing precise was known 
about his teaching and writing previous to the foundation of his 
school, it is not surprising that scholars imagined his thought as 
having reached a final shape, and regarded the treatises as its 
systematic and definitive expression. Within this system the 
highest place appeared to belong to metaphysics, the study of 
pure being, an overarching dome beneath which all depart- 
mental sciences were included, presupposed, and thereby can- 
celled. 

We now know from the newly discovered work of Did3mius 
that Aristotle resumed his teaching immediately after 347, and 
that his first independent appearance occurred while he was stiU 
at Assos. What we hear of his activity during these years shows 
that it had come to be his desire to exert a widespread public 
influence. At the same time, everything points to the conclusion 
that his close affinity with Plato and Plato's preoccupations 
continued undisturbed. He went on living and teaching among 
Plato's pupils. As we have seen, his departure from the school 
at Athens was in no sense a break with the Academic community 
as such ; and it would be an intolerable contradiction to suppose 
that, after having remained a true disciple throughout his 
master's life, he broke away from him the instant he was dead. 
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On the contrary, his development took on more and more of the 
public character that had always determined Plato's personality 
and influence. He founded schools and sowed the seeds of philo- 
sophy in various places. He took part in political affairs, as 
Plato had done, and came to have influence at the courts of the 
most powerful rulers of the age. For the first time he began to 
number important men among his pupils. 

It is a j>non probable that this was also the time of his first 
appearance before the general public as a critic of Plato, since 
he now had to explain the Platonic philosophy on his own re- 
sponsibility and according to his own conception of its nature. 
Starting from this reflection, we must try to penetrate farther 
into the mysterious darkness of these decisive years, during 
which he reached the first comprehensive formulation of his own 
point of view. We discover that between the early, dogmatic- 
ally Platonic, stage of his development, and the final form of his 
thought in its maturity, there was a period of transition whose 
nature can be definitely ascertained in many particulars; a 
period when he was criticizing, rearranging, and detaching him- 
self , a period, previously wholly overlooked, which was clearly 
distinct from the final form of his philosophy, although it reveals 
the entelechy of the latter in all essential points. The advantage 
of examining this situation is not merely to obtain a picture of 
the gradual growth of his principles. Only when we know what 
he emphasizes as time goes on, what he suppresses, and what he 
introduces, can we form a clear conception of the determining 
forces that were working to bring about a new Weltanschauung 
in him. 

At the head of this development I place the dialogue On 
Philosophy. It is generally reckoned along with the earlier 
writings, ^ but its doctrine is obviously a product of the transi- 
tion. The numerous fragments remaining, some of them quite 
substantial, make the attempt at reconstruction more hopeful 
than it is with any of the other lost works. Here again we shall 
have to go into the minutiae of interpretation in order to extract 

* Bernays and Heitz see no difference between this and the other exoteric 
writings, because they assume that Aristotle attacked Plato in all of them. 
Dyroff, on the other hand (op. cit , p 82), universalizes his correct view that the 
contents of the dialogues and the ProtyepUcus were mostly Platonic, and 
assumes that the same was true of that On Philosophy also. 
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the essential from our material. Up to the present it has been 
very httle imderstood. In style, in content, and in purpose, it 
holds a unique place in Aristotle’s development. 

On Philosophy is expressly mentioned as having attacked the 
doctrine of Ideal numbers ; and it is in fact the sole literary work 
of which we definitely know that its contents were anti-Platonic. 
This criticism apparently formed part of a general refutation of 
the doctrine of Ideas, for it deals not with Speusippus’ view that 
the mathematical numbers were independent substances, but 
withPlato’s own later form of the doctrine, according to which the 
Ideas were numbers. ‘ If the Ideas were another kind of number, 
and not the mathematical, we should have no understanding of 
it. For who understands another kind of number, at any rate 
among the majority of us ? S3nian has preserved these words 
for us from the second book of the dialogue. The speaker is 
Aristotle himself, expressing his aporia about Plato’s doctrine 
half in protest and half in mockery. 

The same attitude seems to me to be expressed in another 
fragmentary criticism of the Idea-theory, the origin of which, 
though not definitely recorded, is more than probable. This is 
the passage taken by Proclus and Plutarch from a common 
source to prove that Aristotle attacked Plato in the dialogues as 
well as m the treatises * Since the tradition does not inform us of 
a criticism of Plato in any dialogue except that On Philosophy, 
and since this unidentified criticism agrees surprisingly well with 
the attitude expressed in the fragment quoted by name from 
this dialogue, it would be unnatural not to assign both to the 
same work, especially as the mere title of this work, so unusually 
informative for a dialogue, suggests a thorough examination of 
the fundamental problems of philosophy. Here again Aristotle 
himself was the speaker. We do not know the exact words he 
used, but both accounts preserve the remarkable expression, ‘he 
cannot S3mipathize with the theory of Ideas, even if he should 
be believed to be disagreeing out of mere contentiousness ’. This 
protest illuminates even more clearly than the other fragment 
the fact that in his picture of the stubborn conflict of opinions 
Aristotle was representing the actual situation. Something had 
to give way. Finally he appeals to the respect that all inquirers 

‘ Frg. 9. * Frg. 8. See above, page 35. 
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owe to every honest and reasoned conviction. He emphatically 
repudiates the malicious suggestion, which of course had been 
made in the Academy, that his divergence of view was due to 
personal reasons. This imputation was obviously one of the 
main reasons why he published his criticism, which no doubt 
had already been a matter of discussion for some time within the 
Platonic circle. When at length he announced to the world, *I 
cannot but maintain my objection', he had ceased to be greatly 
concerned about recovering the good will of those former friends 
from whom he now dissented. He was ready to submit his argu- 
ments to the verdict of the public.^ 

If we may judge from the title and the fragments, the dialogue 
was peculiar in form as well as in content. Cicero, when appeal- 
ing to Aristotle to justify his own procedure, tells us that the 
latter appeared in his own dialogues and led the discussion. We 
have shown, however, that this probably occurred only in a few 
dialogues, in fact only in the Statesman and the Philosophy,'^ In 
the latter the prominence of Aristotle himself is surely connected 
with the nature of the work as a kind of personal manifesto. The 
title suggests a fairly systematic treatise, and this the fragments 
confirm. No doubt a supporter of the Platonic view made a long 
speech m opposition to Aristotle. Cicero tells us, moreover, that 
Aristotle wrote a separate introduction for each of the books 
when his dialogues had more than one ; from this we may infer 
that each book was complete in itself, as in Cicero's dialogues. 3 
Thus both formally and philosophically the work is midway 
between the early Platonic works and the treatises, and in spirit 
it approximates to the latter. 

The date of composition is indicated by the relation between 
this criticism of the Idea-theory and that in the first book of the 

* The passage owes its preservation to its peculiar importance for the 
development of Aristotle's critical attitude to Plato It was unique. Hence 
to universalize such an individual and irretrievable situation, and apply it to 
all the dialogues, is a procedure that refutes itself 

^ See above, p 29. 

3 Cic. Ep. ad Att, IV. 16. 2; 'quoniam in singulis libris utor prooemiis, ut 
Aristoteles in cis quos S^coTEpiKoOs vocat ' The introductions must therefore have 
been very loosely connected with what followed. According to Proclus (w Par- 
men, 1 . 659, Cousin) the same was trueof the dialogues of Theophrastus and Hcra- 
clides Ponticus, which were modelled on those of Aristotle. In the Eudemus^ 
on the contrary, the discussion arises naturally out of the introductory sotting, 
as it does m Plato. 
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Metaphysics. One of the few points that can be firmly estab- 
lished about the chronology of the treatises is this • shortly after 
Plato’s death Aristotle produced a happy sketch of the main 
results of the mass of discussion that had been going on about 
the Forms withm the Academy, in which he attempted to out- 
line his new system of improved Platonism ; the introduction to 
this early sketch is contamed in the first book of the Meta- 
physics.'^ Now it is inconceivable that the criticism in the 
dialogue On Philosophy, which was addressed to the public and 
cast in literary form, came before this esoteric discussion ; that 
criticism was not the first but the final step. For the sake of the 
Academy Aristotle woidd avoid as long as possible a public 
examination of the internal controversies of his school on logical 
and metaphysical questions, which few persons were capable of 
judging ; and the remaining fragments prove that he did so only 
when self-defence obliged him. It follows that the dialogue was 
written at the same time as the criticism of the Forms in the 
first book of the Metaphysics, or slightly later, and certainly 
after Plato’s death. Aristotle enters the lists armed not merely 
with destructive criticisms but also with a view of his own. 
Until Andronicus published the Metaphysics this dialogue re- 
mained the chief source of information about Aristotle’s general 
philosophical opinions in the ancient world, and from it the 
Stoics and Epicureans took their knowledge of huu. It was, 
however, an undeveloped Aristotle with whom they had to 
content themselves. 

He began with the historical development of philosophy. He 
did not confine himself to the Greek philosophers from Thales 
onward, who display a real continuity, and who were pure 
inquirers, proceeding without presuppositions along definite 
lines. Contrary to his procedure in the Metaphysics, he went 
back to the East, and mentioned its ancient and tremendous 
creations with interest and respect. In the first book of the 
Metaphysics he touches only on the Egyptian priests and their 
services to mathematics, for the sake of the example of philo- 
sophic leisure and contemplation that they gave to the Greeks. 
In his dialogue, however, he penetrated to the earliest times — ^if 
we follow his own chronology — and spoke of the Magi and their 

^ See Ent. Met. Artst., pp 28 ff., esp. p. 33. 



THE MANIFESTO ON PHILOSOPHY 129 

teaching.^ Then came the venerable representatives of the 
oldest Hellenic wisdom, the theologians, as he calls them; 
then the doctrines of the Orphics, and no doubt Hesiod, 
though he does not appear in the fragments; and finally the 
proverbial wisdom traditionally ascribed to the Seven Wise 
Men, the preservation of which was specially cared for by the 
God of Delphi. This gave occasion to mention the old ApoUine 
worship. It is worth noticing that Aristotle was the first suc- 
cessor of Plato to rid himself of Platons contemptuous opinion of 
the Sophists. He restored the name to its rightful meaning as a 
title of honour; and he had the historical insight to put the 
Seven Wise Men at the head of this succession of commanding 
intellects, whose influence on the development of Greek thought 
seemed to him so important that he included it in the history of 
philosophical wisdom.^ 

This mass of facts was critically sifted and reduced to order. 
Aristotle raised the question of the genuineness of the remaining 
Orphic poems. He denied that Orpheus wrote verse; and he 
distinguished between the religious ideas and the form in which 
they were handed down, correctly assigning the latter to a fairly 
late period, about the end of the sixth century. This is the ongin 
of the view, which still holds the field, that the mystification of 
the Orphic poem was invented by Onomacritus, theologian to 
the Pisistratids, who were interested in Orphic mysticism ^ 
Aristotle also inquired into the antiquity of the proverb ‘ Know 
thyself*, which was inscribed over the entrance to the temple at 
Delphi. He sought to deteimine its date by means of the history 
of the building.4 Similarly, instead of naively admiring the 
hoar antiquity of Eg 3 qptian wisdom and of Iranian religion, he 
attempted to assign to them the most definite possible dates ^ 

This strict chronology is the result not of a mere antiquarian 

^ Frg 6. 

® The evidence for these details in the dialogue On Philosophy is as follows. 
Apart from the dating of the religion of the Magi, only the calculation about the 
antiquity of the Delphic proverb ' Know thyself’, which led on to the question 
of the date of the Seven Wise Men, is definitely ascribed to this dialogue (frg. 3). 
Aristotle assigned the proverb to a time prior to Chilon, It follows that frag- 
ments 4 and 5 come from the same context. That the theologians must have 
been mentioned is obvious from the fact that in the Metaphysics too he makes 
philosophical reflection begin with them. 

® Frg 7. 4 Yig. 3. 

3803 ^ 


s Frg. 6. 
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interest but of a philosophical principle. His doctrine was that 
the same truths reappear in human history, not merely once or 
twice, but indefinitely often. ^ He therefore laid the foundation 
of a collection of Greek proverbs, on the ground that these 
laconic and striking empirical precepts are the survivals of a 
pre-literary philosophy, and have preserved themselves by word 
of mouth, through all the changes in the nation's spirit, in virtue 
of their brevity and pregnancy. His keen eye perceived the 
value of proverbs and proverbial poetry in the study of the origins 
of ethical reflection. To the educated Greek the detailed labour 
of making such a collection seemed banausic, and Aristotle's 
attempt evoked open scorn from Isocratean circles ^ In examin- 
ing the antiquity of the Delphic maxim ' Know thyself ' he tried 
to determine the question from which of the Seven Wise Men it 
came. By means of his deductions from the building he settled 
this rather empty controversy with a judgement of Solomon ; 
since the maxim is older than ChUon it comes from none of the 
Wise Men, but was revealed by the Pythia herself. The point 
of the argument becomes clear when we consider Plutarch's 
statement, according to which Aristotle 'in the Platonic works' 
held that ' Know thyself ' is the most divine of the precepts at 
Delphi, and that it was this same precept that gave Socrates his 
problem. The peculiar phrase 'in the Platonic works' (ev toTs 
nXocTcoviKoTs) is parallel to 'in the Socratic works', which 
means Plato's Socratic dialogues ; it must refer to the form, not 
the content, and it must mean Aristotle's Platonic dialogues. 
The relation here established between the old Delphic maxim 
and the new Socratic search for ethical knowledge fits better 
into the dialogue On Philosophy than into any other. It is an 
example of the doctrine that philosophical truths are redis- 
covered throughout the course of history. Thus Socrates became 
the restorer of the ethical principle of ApoUine religion ; in fact, 
as Aristotle tried to show by the tale of the visit to Delphi, it 
was from this ancient centre of revelation that he received the 

^ De Caelo I 3, 270^19; Meteor. I. 3, 339^27, Metaph A 8, 1074^10, 
Pol VII 10, 1329^23. 

* For Aristotle’s interest in proverbs see -rrapomiot m Bomtz’s Index Aristote- 
licus. For tbe view that proverbs are ‘remnants of ancient philosophy’ see 
frg. 13 For collections of the proverbs see Diog. L. V. 26 and Athenaeus 
II 6d d 
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external impulse leading to those questions that agitated aU the 
ethical problems of his age.* 

The connexion thus discovered between religion and philo- 
sophy extends throughout the dialogue. Socrates’ Apolline 
m ission had already been touched on by Plato in the Apology ; 
here the doctrine of cycles is used to broaden it into a renascence 
of Delphic wisdom. ApoUinism and Socraticism are the two foci 
in the development of Greek ethics. The inquiry into the date of 
the origin of Orphism must have been part of the same idea. 
Aristotle never doubted the historicity of Orpheus; he em- 
phasized the lateness of the literary formulation solely in order 
to replace the Pisistratid versifier and oracle-monger with a 
genuine prophet of Greek antiquity. He was certain that the 
Orphic poems were late ; there was nothing, however, to prevent 
the religious teaching itself from being of great antiquity. What 
led him to inquire into the date of its origin was doubtless its 
recent return in a more spiritualized form in Plato’s doctrine of 
the after-life and the soul’s progress. 

Another example of this method is to be found in the follow- 
ing fragment. In his Natural History Pliny says (30. 3) : ‘ Eudoxus, 
who wished it to be thought that the most famous and most 
beneficial of the philosophical sects was that of the Magi, tells 
us that this Zoroaster lived 6,000 years before the death of 
Plato. Aristotle says the same ' We know that Eudoxus, the 
astronomer and friend of Plato, interested himself in Oriental and 
Egyptian learning during his stay in those parts. He brought 
with him to Greece the lore that he had gathered from the repre- 
sentatives of a world still more or less closed to the Hellenes. 

At that time the Academy was the centre of a very strong 
interest in the Orient. As an omen of Alexander’s expedition 
and the consequent rapprochement between Greek and Asiatic 
this interest is of great and by no means sufficiently recognized 
significance. The channels through which the Eastern influence 

* That fragments i and 2 belong with 3 cannot be doubted, as soon as it is 
perceived that the key to the -whole is the theory of the penodic return of all 
knowledge We are not concerned here with the question whether the Delphic 
precepts really belong to the ethics of Apollo, or are pieces of foreign wisdom 
avaihng themselves of the god's protection. The parallel between Socrates and 
the Delphic maxim also appears m Ps.-Plato, Alaib I 124 b . 'taking the advice 
of myself and of the Delphic maxim “ Know thyself".' 
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forced its way can be traced only to a small extent. From a 
fragment of the Academy’s list of students, preserved on a 
papyrus from Herculaneum, we happen to know that a Chaldaean 
was a regular member of the school.^ This appears to have been 
during Plato's last decade. Other signs of Oriental influence 
point to the same period. Such are the parallel in Alcihiades I 
between Plato’s four virtues and the ethics of Zarathustra, and 
the astral theology put forward as the highest wisdom by Plato's 
pupil and secretary, PhUip of Opus, in his postscript to the Laws. 
To recommend the new religious views which he is earnestly 
proclaiming 'to the Greeks’ Philip openly appeals to Oriental 
sources.^ These tendencies undoubtedly originated during the 
time when Eudoxus was present in the Academy, although our 
material unfortunately does not permit us to evaluate to its full 
extent the tremendous influence exercised upon the Platonists 
by this man. They are connected in part with the Academy’s 
admiration for Chaldaean and 'Syrian’ astronomy, from whose 
ancient empirical acquaintance with the heavens it had ob- 
tained its reckoning of the times of revolution and its knowledge 
of the seven planets, a knowledge that appears in Philip of Opus 
for the first time in Europe. In part, again, these tendencies are 
connected with the appeal of the religious dualism of the Parsees, 
which seemed to lend support to the dualistic metaphysics of 
Plato’s old age. The bad world-soul that opposes the good one 
in the Laws is a tribute to Zarathustra, to whom Plato was 
attracted because of the mathematical phase that his Idea- 
theory finally assumed, and because of the intensified dualism 
involved therein.3 From that time onwards the Academy was 
keenly interested in Zarathustra and the teaching of the Magi. 
Plato’s pupn Hermodorus discussed astralism in his Mathe- 
matics ; he derived the name Zarathustra from it, declaring that 
it means 'star-worshipper* (dcrTpoOvrTTis).^ 

^ Index Acad Heyculan. col m, p. 13 (Mekler). 

^ Epin. 986 E, 987 B, and 987 D-988 a. Ps -Plato, Alcth. I, 121 E-122 a. 

3 Laws X 896 E. 'Ath. And as the soul orders and inhabits all things that 
move, however moving, must we not say that she orders also the heavens ^ 
Cle. Of course- A ih. One soul or more ^ More than one — I will answer for you ; 
at any rate, we must not suppose that there are less than two — one the author 
of good, and the other of the opposite.’ 

^ For Hermodorus On Mathemattcs, used by Sotion in the Dtadoche, see 
Diog. L. I. 2 and 8, cf Schol. on Ps.-Plato, Alcib I. 122 a. 
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These influences gave rise to Aristotle’s interest in the Magi in 
the dialogue On Philosophy. Even the attempt to determine 
Zarathustra’s date had already been made by other Academics. 
Hermodorus, for instance, had put him 5,000 years before the 
fall of Troy. The researches of this Platonist were still the main 
authority on the matter when the learned Alexandrian Sotion 
wrote his history of the philosophical schools. Besides Hermo- 
dorus he mentioned the suggestion of Xanthus, according to 
which Zarathustra lived 6,000 years before the invasion of 
Xerxes. I The date given by Aristotle and Eudoxus, as reported 
by Pliny, differs from the other traditional dates in its peculiar 
point of reference When we compare * 6,000 years before Plato’s 
death’ with figures reckoned from the fall of Troy or from the 
expedition of Xerxes (which later gave way to that of Alexander) , 
it becomes obvious that this manner of statement is due not to 
chronological convenience but to the desire to connect Zara- 
thustra and Plato as two essentially similar historical pheno- 
mena. The point of the comparison, and of Aristotle’s interest 
in the round thousands of the interval, is clearly the view put 
forward in On Philosophy that all human truths have their 
natural and necessary cycles. Now in a fragment that is known 
to belong to the first book of this dialogue Aristotle speaks of the 
teaching of the Magi, namely the Iranian dualism, according to 
which there are two principles, a good and a bad spirit, Ormuzd 
and Ahriman ; and these he identifies with the Greek divinities 
Zeus and Hades, the god of heavenly light and the god of 
chthonic darkness. Plutarch, also, compares Plato’s doctrine of 
the good and the bad world-souls with the dualism of the 
Chaldees and Magi. It is natural to suppose that the same con- 
sideration was actuating Aristotle in the fragment where he 
draws a parallel between Zarathustra and Plato.^ This supposi- 
tion is rendered certain by the only other passage where he men- 
tions the Magi, namely one of the oldest parts of iht Metaphysics, 
which must be assigned on other grounds to the time when On 
Philosophy was being written. Here again the subj ect is Platonic 
dualism. As the earliest forerunners of this view Aristotle men- 
tions in Greece Pherecydes, in Asia the Magi. 3 The Academy’s 

* Diog. L. I. 2. * Frg. 6. Plutarch, 1 $. et Osir. 370 e . 

3 Metaph. N 4, 1091^8. 
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enthusiasm for Zarathustra amounted to intoxication, like the 
rediscovery of Indian philosophy through Schopenhauer. It 
heightened the historical self-consciousness of the school to think 
that Plato's doctrine of the Good as a divine and universal 
principle had been revealed to eastern humanity by an Oriental 
prophet thousands of years before. 

This explanation is confirmed by the number 6,000. We know 
from Theopompus, who perhaps had it from Eudoxus himself, 
that the generation of Eudoxus and Aristotle was aware of the 
great cycle in Iranian religion, and of the world-wide drama of 
the struggle between Ormuzd and Ahriman.^ Ormuzd and 
Ahriman rule in turn (avoc laepos), each for 3,000 years. For 
another 3,000 years they fight, and each tries to injure the other 
and destroy what he has created. Finally the good spirit gains 
the day. The length of this eschatological drama is variously 
estimated in Iranian tradition, sometimes as 9,000 years (this is 
apparently the figure that Theopompus' source follows), and 
sometimes as 12,000 The significance of each three-thousand- 
year act in the world-cycle varies accordingly. For this reason 
the means at our disposal will perhaps not allow us to determine 
unambiguously the precise points at which Zarathustra and 
Plato are supposed to appear but it is certainly not an acci- 
dent that the figure 6,000, which according to Aristotle and Eu- 
doxus is the number of the years between the two, is divisible 
by 3,000 Zarathustra and Plato are obviously two important 

* Theopompus, frg 72 (Mueller). Cf. Jackson, 'The Date of Zoroaster', 
Journal of the Amer%can Orient. Soc., vol. xvii (1896), p. 3, F Cumont, Textes 
et monum. de Mithra, vol 1, p. 310, n 6 , and recently Gismger, Erdheschre%hung 
des Eudoxus (Leipzig, 1907) Since the creation of the good God is completed in 
6,000 years, the Christian fathers and philosophers of history identify this 
period with the six days of creation according to the Mosaic story. 

® In the original German edition of this work I tried to fix more accurately 
the probable positions of Zarathustra and Plato in the world-drama of Iranian 
religion Since then my assertion that the assignment of Zarathustra to a date 
6,000 years before Plato implies some inner connexion between them, or rather 
between their principles, has been largely taken up by orientalists and is 
perhaps generally accepted In view of recent Iranian researches, however, I 
now prefer not to attempt the harmomzation of the Greek and Persian tradi- 
tions, since for my purpose the only important thing is to establish the fact that 
shortly after his death, and even while he was still living, Plato was brought 
into connexion with Zarathustra and with Iranian teaching about the struggle 
between the good principle and the bad. On Plato as the founder of a religion, 
as Aristotle's altar-elegy regards him, see my article 'Aristotle’s Verses in 
Praise of Plato’, The Class%cal Quarterly, vol xxi (1927), p. 13 
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stages in the world's journey towards its goal, the tritamph of 
the good. 

The main reason for assigning Pliny's fragment to the first 
book of the dialogue On Philosophy is that only in this context 
can it be fully understood ; but since Rose included it among the 
fragments of the spurious Magicus — for no discoverable reason 
— it may be well expressly to dissipate the shadow of suspicion 
that has thereby fallen upon it.^ Pliny did not get his infor- 
mation from the On the Magi of Apion, as Rose unreasonably 
conjectures, but from the learned work of the same title by 
Hermippus, the follower of Callimachus In the next line he 
unmistakably indicates Hermippus as his source, and expresses 
naive wonder at his wide reading in the original texts, which is 
very proper m view of his own lack of it. It was not Pliny but 
Hermippus who consulted Eudoxus and Aristotle. We may con- 
firm this by comparing the passage with fragment 6, a statement 
about the Magi which is definitely known to belong to the first 
book On Philosophy, This also comes from Hermippus, and here 
again he mentions Eudoxus and Aristotle as his sources. We 
give the two excerpts side by side. 

Pliny, Natural History, 30. 3. Diogenes Laertius I, Prologue 8. 

Without doubt it began with. Aristotle in the first book of his 
Zoroaster in Persia, as the authori- dialogue On Philosophy declares 
ties agree. It is not so clear that the Magi are more ancient 
whether there was only one man of than the Egyptians , and further, 
this name, or another one later on. that they believe in two principles, 
Eudoxus, who held it to be the the good spirit and the evil spirit, 
most excellent and valuable of all the one called Zeus or Ormuzd, 
philosophical sects, said that this the other Hades or Ahriman. This 
Zoroaster lived six thousand years is confirmed by Hermippus in his 
before the death of Plato. Aristotle first hook about the Magi, Eudoxus 
says the same Hermippus, who in his Voyage round the World, and 

^ Arist frg 34 Cf "R-ost, Arist. Pseudepigraphus,’^, $0. The reason why Rose 
assigned the fragment to the Magicus is presumably that in Diogenes Laertius 
(I, I and I. 8) this work is mentioned as one of Aristotle's in the immediate 
context of the quotation from On Philosophy about the Magi. Precise examina- 
tion shows, however, that Diogenes is not following the same source in quoting 
each of the two works as Aristotle's. The spurious Magicus was given as mam 
source by Sotion and Hermodorus, for Diogenes mentions all three names both 
ml 1-2 and ml 7-"8 (the excerpt extends down to ‘and Hermodorus agrees with 
him m this ’) , whereas the information from Aristotle’s On Philosophy and 
Eudoxus was obtained from Hermippus, as has been shown above. 
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wrote copiously about all that art, Theopompus in the eighth book 
and commented on tw'o milhon of his Philippica. 

Imes of poetry written by Zoro- 
aster, afl&xmg an index to every 
book, says . . . that his teacher was 
Agonaces, and that he himself lived 
five thousand years before the 
Trojan war.^ 

It is evident that Hermippus used the same sources for both 
these accounts of the Magi, namely the dialogue On Philosophy 
and the V oyage of Eudoxus. He must have quoted them exactly 
each time. Diogenes preserves his quotation in full ; but P lin y, 
as often, names only the authors without the books. P lin y’s 
fragment fits excellently with the theory of cycles, and with the 
chronological discussions in the first book On Philosophy, which 
contained other statements about the Magi ; in future, therefore, 
it is to be included among the fragments of this dialogue The 
parallel position of Plato and Zarathustra in the cycle does not 
give the impression of having been invented during Plato’s life. 
It was certainly not to be found in the Voyage of Eudoxus, who 
died long before him. The originality of Eudoxus lay solely in 
putting Zarathustra ‘6,000 years ago’. It was Aristotle who, 
led by his doctrine of the periodical return of aU humain know- 
ledge, first specifically connected this figure with the return of 
dualism, and thereby put Plato in a setting that corresponded to 
his profound reverence for him. There can be no doubt that the 
dialogue in which he thus directed the light of the centuries upon 
his master was written after the latter’s death.* 

* On tke correct form of the name 'Agonaces* see Fr C. Andreas in Reitzen- 
stem, 'Die Gottin Psyche*, Sitzungsherichte der Heidelhevgey Ahademie der 
W%ssenschaften, Philosophisch-histonsche Klasse, vol viu ( 1917 ), Abh 10 , p. 44. 
On the significance of the above discussion of Aristotle’s statements about 
Zarathustra’s teaching for the onental tradition and its chronology see Reitzen- 
stein-Schaeder, Siudx&n zum antiken SynhreHsmus aus Iran und Gnechenland 
(Leipzig, 1926 ), p 3. 

* If Pliny’s words 'sex mihbus annorum ante Plaioms mortem* do not come 
from the intermediate source Hermippus — ^it is true, as Eduard Fraenkel has 
pointed out to me, that in technical chronology 'ante mortem . , / sometimes 
means no more than ' ante ahquem' — but from Hermippus* authority, they can 
only be from Aristotle, since Eudoxus died before Plato (It is impossible to 
follow Gismger, op. cit. p. 5, n. i, in supposing on the basis of the passage in 
Pliny that Eudoxus died later than Plato.) Merely on internal grounds, how- 
ever, it seems to me certain that such a comparison could never have arisen 
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The doctrine that truth returns at certain intervals assumes 
that men are incapable of permanently retaining it once it has 
been discovered. It was not supposed, however, that humanity 
cannot maintain itself for long upon a high spiritual level, and 
for that reason continually loses again even truths that have 
been known for a long time. The theory was that the tradition, 
and in fact civilization as a whole, is periodically destroyed by 
violent convulsions of nature In other words, Plato's doctrine 
of catastrophes was applied to the history of philosophy. By- 
water has given convincing reasons for believing that this 
doctrine occurred in Aristotle's dialogues.^ In the Timaeus it is 
suggested that aU the more ancient traditions of the Greeks have 
been annihilated by overwhelming natural events. Such myths as 
those of Phaethon and of the flood are there interpreted as traces 
of these events in human memory. The same method of inter- 
pretation is applied to the oldest records of culture in the Laws, 
just as Aristotle in the Metaphystcs explains the stories of the 
Gods as remnants, distorted by tradition, of an early stage of his 
own theory of the movers of the spheres. ^ This rationalizing 
procedure certainly cannot have originated in Plato's imagina- 
tive brain. It bears the stamp of Ionian science, and presum- 
ably it comes from Eudoxus himself, together with the theory of 
catastrophes. Aristotle made free use of it. In the Meteoro- 
logica, for example, he argues from the mythical tradition to the 
prehistorical existence of the hypothesis of ether, which as a 
matter of fact was invented by himself.^ On the other hand, 
Eudoxus is certainly not the author of the view that all intel- 
lectual things recur. This, however, only brings out more clearly 

while Plato was still alive, and the same is true of the attitude of the dialogue as 
a whole to Plato and his philosophy. 

‘ Bywater (Journ. of Philology, vol. vii, p 65) assigns to the On Philosophy 
portions of Philoponus In Nicom arithm The theory of cataclysms is there 
connected with the growth of knowledge, and this is an idea that Aristotle took 
over from Plato and developed The form of the theory that Bywater analyses 
is, however, Stoic, especially the notion of the development of the arts, and of 
the continual change that this causes in the meaning of 'wisdom'. See my 
Nemesios von Emesa, Quellenforschungen zuf Geschicht& des altcren Neupla- 
tonismus und zu Poseidonios (Berlin, 1914), pp 124 £f. See also Gerhausser, 
Ber Protreptikos des Poseidonios (Heidelberg thesis, 1912), pp. 16 ff. 

* Plato, Timaeus 22 a-c, Cntias 109 d ff.. Laws III. 677 a, Arist. Metaph. 
A 8, 1074b 1-13 

3 Meteor, I 3, 339b 20 ff , Be Caelo I. 3, 270b 16 ff., Be Animal, Mot, 3, 
699a 27, Pol. VII lo, 1329b 25. 
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the effect of contemporary natural science on men's thought about 
the history of culture, on their use of the myths, and on their 
conception of the human spirit, which, like nature with her forces, 
is ever bringmg forth anew that which lies hidden within itself 

By representing Plato in the first book as a man of the ages, 
out of the reach of every petty contradiction, and as the cul- 
mination of all previous philosophy, Aristotle gave the proper 
perspective to the criticism that followed. The second book was 
a destructive criticism of the Ideas. The third gave his own view 
of the world , it was a cosmology and a theology ; like the second, 
it took the form throughout of a criticism of Plato, for the simple 
reason that it was dependent on him at every step. Its general 
contents are described by the Epicurean in Cicero's De Natura 
Deomm In essentials Aristotle adopted the steUar theology of 
Plato's later days. This, it seemed to him, must be the point of 
departure for metaphysics now that the theory of Forms had 
collapsed. Plato conceived that behind the sidereal story of his 
later years there lay the supersensible world of Ideas, of which 
the visible heavens were a copy. Aristotle, however, was con- 
cerned exclusively with the cosmological side of this dual world. 
(So, though in a different manner, was that other pupil of Plato's, 
Philip of Opus, in the Eptnomis.) In this way he became the real 
founder of the cosmic religion of the Hellenistic philosophers, 
which, emancipated from popular beliefs, sought its objects of 
worship solely in the heavenly bodies. The threads connecting on 
the one hand Aristotle's steUar religion with the Academy, on 
the other Stoic theology with Aristotle's early views, have not 
yet been laid bare. In particular, the importance of Aristotle in 
this connexion has not been clearly recognized, because scholars 
have taken their start too exclusively from the treatises, which 
were totally unknown to the Hellenistic age. 

According to the unfavourable account in Cicero, which comes 
from some Epicurean source also used by Philodemus, Aristotle 
in his third book On Philosophy declared now that God was 
mind, now that he was the world, now that he was the ether, 
and now that he was some other being, to whom the world was 
subordinated, and who guided its movement by a kind of back- 
wards turning {replicaUone quadam),^ By applying the dogma of 
^ Frg. 26 (Cic. De Natura Deorum I. 13, 33), 
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the Epicurean school the critic discovers gross contradictions in 
these statements; but, however superficial his judgement of 
them may be, the correctness of the account as such cannot be 
doubted. The God to whom the world is subordinated is the 
transcendental unmoved mover, who guides the world as its 
final cause, by reason of the perfection of his pure thought. This 
is the original nucleus of Aristotelian metaphysics. Besides this, 
Aristotle described the ether as a divine body, or as a more 
divine body, as he does in the treatises ; he certainly did not call 
it God ^ The divinity of the ether does not seem to fit very well 
with a strict transcendental monotheism, but below the un- 
moved mover were the stargods, whose matter was ethereal. 
There is no real contradiction in the fact that Aristotle called 
now the world and now the ether God, i.e. first the whole and 
then the part. 'World ' here does not mean what the Epicurean 
takes it to mean. It is not the Hellenistic conception of the 
cosmos filled with living creatures and containing all things, but 
the heavens, the mere periphery. This was the way in which the 
old Academy used the word, as the Epinomis also shows. In this 
work it is said to be indifferent whether we call the highest God, 
who is the heaven, Uranus or Ol5nnpus or Cosmos. In another 
passage we read that the truest description of him is Cosmos.^ 

The influence of the later Plato on the dialogue On Philosophy 
was not confined to terminology. In the main features of theo- 
logy, also, it corresponds almost perfectly with the Epinomis 
It is noteworthy that the Epicurean, who is looking for points 
of attack, says nothing whatever about the fifty-five sphere- 
gods of the later metaphysics. In this dialogue Aristotle 
obviously had not yet adopted that view. 

This is confirmed by a statement of Pseudo -Philo's in the work 
On the Etermiy of the World. Aristotle is there said to have im- 
puted terrible atheism (:Aeivr|v dOeoTTjTa) to the philosophers 
who declared that the world had a beginning or an end, because 

* Cicero .slates ' ether ' by caeli ardor This is usual, and the description 
of it as divine is further evidence that what is meant is Aristotle's hypothesis 
of ether as the fifth element (cf. Cic. De Natura Deorum I 14, 37 ; ardorem, qui 
aether nominetur, to which Plasberg refers m commenting on our passage) 
Aristotlemust therefore have putforward thehypothesis while he was still in the 
Academy It became fairly general there, though it suffered some excisions 
and modifications Its first presentation to the public was no doubt that m the 
On Philosophy. ® Epin 977 a, b and 987 B. 
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they thereby implied that this great and visible God (toctoOtov 
opocTOv 6e6v) was no better than a work made with hands. He 
called the cosmos a pantheon comprehending sun, moon, fixed 
stars, and planets. He derisively observed that, whereas formerly 
he had feared that his house might collapse only through tempest 
or old age or careless construction, there was now a far greater 
danger impending, if we believed the thinkers who destroyed the 
whole universe in their statements.^ 

We recognize the tone. Where Aristotle is attacking the 
physicists' view of the destruction of the world it is bitingly 
sharp. It is distinctly milder and more respectful when he is 
rejecting Plato's account of creation in the Timams — for that is 
what ‘a work made with hands* refers to. Here we have the 
same personal air as we found in the criticism of the Forms in 
the second book. The third book too, as we learn from Cicero's 
account, was written with polemical reference to Plato through- 
out. This must apply mainly to the doctrine that the world is 
eternal, for that was Aristotle's greatest innovation and since 
the passage does not come from any of the existing treatises, 
and is undoubtedly taken from a dialogue in view of its style, the 
only source that can possibly be suggested for it is the dialogue 
On Philosophy. It was this work, now lost but much read in 
antiquity, that contained the two philosophical views then con- 
sidered most characteristic of Aristotle: the adoption of the 
ether as the element of the heavens, and the assertion that the 
cosmos is indestructible and uncreated. The doxographers com- 
monly mention the two together as his distinctive additions to 
Plato's cosmology, and this is correct. 

In spite of the divergence in details the doctrine of the dia- 
logue is still completely Platonic in its positive views, and above 
all in the fusion of theology and astronomy. The Laws is the 
origin of the accusation of atheism against those whose astro- 
nomical views are unorthodox. In that work Plato converted 
this science, previously very atheistical, into the'^ essence of 

^ Frg. 18. Ps.-Philo, De Aet. Mundi 3, 10 (p 53 m Colm-Reiter) . 

“ Frg. 26 (Cic, De Natura Deorum I 13, 33) ‘ Anstotelesque m tertio de 
philosophia libro multa turbat a magistro suo Platone dissentiens'. Manutms 
inserted a non before dissenttens, and Rose follows Lambinus in adopting it , 
but this gives an unacceptable meaning, and Vahlen has shown that it is also 
stylistically impossible (cf. Plasberg, large edition, p. 218). 
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theology.^ It agrees with Cicero's account that the above-men- 
tioned passage of Pseudo-Philo also uses the word ‘ cosmos ' in 
the sense of heaven. For what is the doctrine of the cosmos 
'comprehending within itself sun, moon, and stars, but a re- 
flection of the picture of the universe in the Timaeus (30 d) ? 
'The Deity, intending to make this world like the fairest and 
most perfect of intelligible beings, framed one visible animal 
comprehending within itself other animals of a kindred nature.' 
It is true that for Aristotle the heavens are no longer the visible 
image of the highest Form, which contains within itself all other 
Forms and the whole intelligible cosmos The world of Forms is 
gone, and with it the demiurge who made the visible world on 
the pattern thereof. But this only increases the religious and 
metaphysical dignity of the image, i.e of the heavenly bodies 
and of the cosmos itself as the visible unity of the world, the sole 
empirical guarantees of Plato's demand that there should be 
something permanent and enduring in the flux of becoming. The 
expression 'visible God' is itself Platonic; and the comparison 
of the heavens with a pantheon including all the particular gods, 
though the words may belong not to Aristotle but to Philo, is 
Aristotelian in intention and reappears in the Eptnomis when 
the sky is described as Olympus.^ The old theory of Olympus 
gives place to the feeling that there is divinity in the cosmos, and 
the word thus symbolizes this decisive change in the history of 
Greek religion. The stars are living, rational beings, inhabiting 
the cosmos in divine beauty and unchangeableness. This is the 
theogony of Hellenistic and late antiquity, and Plato stands at 
its fountain-head. 

In Aristotle’s later metaphysics, as we know, the principle of 
the unmoved mover was no longer isolated ; a special transcen- 
dental mover was assigned to each of the spheres that produce 
the apparent progressions, retrogradations, and stationary 
points, of the heavenly bodies. Of this view there is no trace in 
our dialogue. The unmoved mover hovers above all other gods, 
immaterial and separated from the world as pure Form. The 

* Laws 821 D-822 c, 8g8 c, and 899 a The pact between astronomy and 
atheism is dissolved in 967 A ff. 

^ For the sky as Olympus see Epin. 977 B , for the stars as images of the gods 
■within it see Eptn. 984 a. 
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unity of the world is anchored in that Form. The stars and the 
heavens, however, have souls within them and follow their own 
inner laws spontaneously and consciously This theory of im- 
manent star-souls excludes the other method of explanation 
The causes of the heavenly motions had long been discussed in 
the Academy. In the Laws Plato mentions three hypotheses as 
reasonable, without definitely deciding in favour of any one. 
They are to be valid for aU heavenly bodies without distinction. 
Either we must think of the stars as bodies with souls inside them 
(to Plato the soul is the principle of spontaneous movement), or 
the soul, not being inside the star, makes itself an external body 
of fire or air and therewith propels the star, or finally the soul 
has no body at aU, but guides the motion of the star 'by some 
extraordinary and wonderful power’ * Plato’s own theory is 
probably that of the immanent souls, for this fits best both with 
his view that the soul is the principle of all movement and with 
the plastic simplicity and vitalizing power of his thought. He 
describes the second as 'the view of certain persons’ (Xoyos 
Tivcov), presumably astronomers; one thinks of the spheres of 
Eudoxus, although he is almost certainly too early to have be- 
lieved that the spheres had souls. The bodiless soul of the third 
hypothesis is obviously a transcendental Form, moving the star 
as final cause, as the beloved moves the lover. It is the principle 
of the unmoved mover. The wonderful power of which Plato 
speaks may be imagined as similar to the longing of sensible 
things for the Idea, or to Aristotle’s orexis. 

It will presumably always remain impossible for us to deter- 
mine whether it was Aristotle himself or some other Academic 
who first conceived the theory of the unmoved mover and 
applied it to the problem of stellar motion The communal 
nature of their studies prevents us from distinguishing the 
precise share of each person. The spirit of the idea is Platonic ; 
that is to say, it is one that could not have arisen by itself, but 
only within the Platonic universe of thought, whoever its acute 
inventor may have been. Aristotle used it only for the highest 
principle, which is distinct from the world and has absolutely no 
motion; the stars and the heavens, on the other hand, were 
moved by immanent souls. We know this not merely from the 

* Laws X 898 E. 
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passage in Philo, but above all from the Aristotelian arguments 
preserved by Cicero, which must now be examined. According 
to Plato one of the three hypotheses had to be true of all 
heavenly motions without distinction The fact that Aristotle 
combines the first and the third perhaps indicates that he was 
not the originator of either. 

In the second book of his work on the Gods Cicero gives us 
proofs of their existence from Cleanthes, from Chrysippus, from 
Xenophon, and several from Aristotle, which he obviously ob- 
tained not from his own reading but from a ready-made collec- 
tion.^ Many of the arguments simply repeat what has already 
been said. Even the collection itself did not derive ever5rthing 
from the originals, any more than Sextus, who also made a 
collection of arguments for the existence of Gods, largely 
similar to this one in content.^ Hence Cicero's account must be 
used critically. Nevertheless, it is authentic in essence. Both 
points can be demonstrated from the very first argument. All 
elements give rise to living things, earth to some, water to 
others, air to others. Hence it seems absurd to Aristotle to 
suppose that there are no living things in the element that by its 
purity and power of movement is most suited for their produc- 
tion, namely the ether. Now in the region of the ether we find 
the stars. Presumably, therefore, the stars are living beings of 
keen intelligence and extremely rapid motion. 

This argument has been correctly assigned to the dialogue On 
Philosophy, but it cannot have appeared there in its present 
form We have seen that in that work Aristotle was already 
maintaining the doctrine of ether as a fifth element. The argu- 
ment preserved by Cicero presupposes only four. It cannot be- 
long to a period prior to the introduction of the fifth, and there- 
fore cannot be assigned to any earlier work of Aristotle's ; it is 
an adaptation of his argument to the Stoic theory of the elements, 
the latter being a compromise between the traditional and the 
Aristotelian view, by which fire and ether were regarded as a 
single element. The only thing that Cicero's Stoic authority 
correctly reproduces is the formal analogical nature of the 
reasoning. Aristotle began with the universal validity of the 

* Cic. Dc Natura Deorum II 15, 42—44 (partly reproduced in Rose as frgs. 
23 and 24) * Sext. Emp Adv. Phys. I. 49. 
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proposition that there are living things in every element of which 
we can have experience. From this he inferred that there are 
also living beings in the ether, although that element is not 
directly open to scientific inquiry. The original sense of the 
argument must therefore have been this: since it can be de- 
monstrated that living things occur in all the elements, some in 
earth, others in water, others in air, still others in fire, there must 
certainly be some in the ether as well; now the stars are in the 
ether ; therefore they are living things. This was suggested by 
the Timaeus (39 e), where the four elements are peopled with as 
many kinds of divine being. The Epinomis takes account of 
this theory of ether, which had appeared in the meantime, by 
assuming five kinds of elemental God instead of the four of the 
Timaeus; but the author shows, by the mere order in which he 
puts the elements, that his intention is not to foUow Aristotle 
implicitly, but to make a conservative adaptation of his hypo- 
thesis to that of the Timaeus. Accordmg to Aristotle ether takes 
the highest place in the world ; then follow fire, ah, water, earth. 
Philip retains fire in the highest position ; then follow ether and 
air, then water and earth; thus the only change in Plato’s 
doctrine is that in the place of air, the highest and purest level of 
which had already been called ether by Plato himself,* we have 
two separate elements.^ Thus the Epinomis, while outwardly 
assimilating the theory of ether, intentionally evades the reaUy 
essential element in the idea. Aristotle’s argument, unlike 
Plato's, is not meant to demonstrate the existence of any mythic- 
ally conceived gods or spirits It is intended to be a strictly 
empirical proof, and as such it presupposes that Aristotle thought 
he could empirically demonstrate the existence of his fire- 
animals. As late as the Historia Animalium he was still in- 

* Phaedo log b; Tim 58 d 

^ The position of the five elements m the world is given in Epin 984 D fi. In 
g8i c the ether is called the ‘fifth body*. This is the Aristotelian expression, 
but here it means merely the fifth and last body to be discovered, not that 
which IS farthest away from the earth. That the ether was called the 'fifth 
body’ or the 'fifth substance' in the On Philosophy follows from the fact that 
the doxographers, whose source is always this dialogue, umversally employ 
this mode of referring to the specifically Aristotelian view In the treatises it is 
the 'first body*. The Eptnomis is the earhest of the many works to which the 
On Philosophy gave the expression 'fifth body* ; there are also numerous other 
respects m which it is dependent on it. Smce Isocrates (V 12) mentions the 
Laws m the year 346, Aristotle’s dialogue must have appeared in 348/7. 
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terested in insects that were supposed to fly through fire without 
being damaged, and speaks of observations made upon such 
creatures in Cyprus.^ The most significant passage, however, is 
one in Apuleius, not included in the collection of fragments, 
where the doctrine of ‘fireborn animals' is expressly attributed 
to Aristotle. It will be worth while to look closely at this pass- 
age, not for the sake of the miraculous fire-dwellers, but for the 
train of thought that they enable us to foUow. 

In his work on Socrates' divine sign Apuleius has an argu- 
ment superficially similar to Aristotle's, but actually quite 
different both in purpose and in premisses. Since there are 
living beings in the earth and the water ; and since in fire (as 
Aristotle says) there are creatures that are born in this element 
and remain in it continually; and since lastly there are also 
living things in the ether, namely the stars — whose possession of 
souls had in the meanwhile become such an established dogma 
that it could be treated as a matter of experience — it follows 
that there are living things in the air, too, although they are in- 
visible, namely the spirits of the air.^ The only Aristotelian 
elements in this argument are those which Apuleius, following 
his source, directly attributes to Aristotle, that is to say, the 
fire-animals. That it was not Apuleius but his authority who 
remodelled the argument is shown by several passages in Philo, 
where the same inference occurs with the same emphasis on the 
proof of the existence of spirits in the air, i.e angels. Philo 
remarks, also parenthetically, that these fire-animals are to be 
found in Macedonia ; that is to say, he avoids letting his readers 
know of his heathen source, and names the country instead of 
the man.3 This correspondence between two authors widely 
separated in time shows that some Stoic philosopher, living be- 
fore the days of Christianity or of Philo, changed the real Aris- 
totelian argument from a proof of the divinity of the cosmos 
into a proof of the existence of angels. The two forms are com- 
pletely and hopelessly confused in the parallel passage of Sextus. 

* H%st An, V 19, 552b 10 

® Apul D& Deo Socr VIII 137, p 15 , 1 12, m Thomas. 

3 Philo, De Gig 2. 7-8; De Plantat 3. 12; De Somn I. 22, 135. In the last 
passage he omits the fire-ammals ; m the altered form of the argument they 
were really only a nuisance. 

* Sext Emp Adv, Phys I 86, p. 410, 1 . 26 It is there inferred both that 

3803 T 
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Without further inquiry concerning the author of this alteration, 
we may content ourselves with the conclusion which alone is 
important for the argument preserved by Cicero, namely that it 
originally included the fire-animals and the five elements, and that 
these were afterwards suppressed by Cicero's Stoic authority.’^ 

In any case the fire-animals and the whole argument must 
come from a dialogue. It is impossible to refer the passage in 
Apuleius to the insects that are said to fly through fire in the 
Historia Animalium, although this is done by the commentators, 
because the essential point, which is required for the argument 
in On Philosophy y namely that the animals are bom in fire and 
live their whole life in it, occurs only in Apuleius and Philo, and 
not in the Historia Animahum. The passage comes from the 
work that Hellenistic philosophers and doxographers used more 
than any other writing of Aristotle's. 

there are spirits in the air and that the stars have souls The Aristotehan and 
the angelological arguments have been confused. 

^ The source of the argument m Philo and Apuleius is obvious at first glance 
In remodellmg Aristotle's argument, m order to obtain a proof of the existence 
of spirits in the air, the author was following Epinorms 984 D ff , where the 
existence of star-souls is assumed, and that of aery beings is demonstrated 
Aristotle, on the contrary, must have meant by the aery beings certain animals 
known to experience, since otherwise his analogy breaks down Presumably he 
meant the birds. If so, it fits excellently that Apuleius’ authority opposes this 
very supposition in detail He rightly remarks that birds are ‘terrestrial 
animals' Moreover, they occupy only Idie lower region of the air No bird can 
fly over Olympus (he gives mathematical measurements of its height, but the 
number of the stades has unfortunately disappeared from the manuscripts), 
whereas the atmosphere stretches far above it ‘ from the lowest turnings of the 
moon to the highest peak of Olympus' This region cannot be wholly without 
inhabitants. Furthermore, the author, in order to obtain the four Stoic 
elements mstead of Aristotle’s five, regards the fire-animals and the stars as 
both fire-dwellers His only concession to Aristotle is to separate the ether, not 
as a distinct element, but merely as the purest upper level of fire This baroque 
mixture of angelology, empirical observation, and exact scientific thinking, 
corresponds to my idea of Posidonius, who has already been suggested as 
Apuleius’ source by Rathke [De Apulei quern scnpsit de deo Socrahs libello, 
p. 32, thesis, Berlin, 1911). Rathke has failed to observe, however, that 
Posidonius makes use of the dialogue On Philosophy in his argument, and 
combines it with the Eptnomis Reinhardt’s fine book on Posidonius (Munich, 
1921) seems to me far too sceptical about the religious and mythical element in 
his thought, for instance, it wrongly demes that he believed m fire-ammals 
Nowadays we underestimate the influence of the old Academy and of the early 
Aristotle on Posidonius and the Stoics in general The fact that in Doxographi 
432 4, only four kmds of hvmg thing are ascribed both to Plato and to Aristotle 
IS merely one of the many confusions of that textbook- wisdom (cf Diels in the 
Proleg , p. 64) 
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It is also possible to show how the original form of the argu- 
ment influenced the literature evoked by On Philosophy about 
the eternity of the world. We can follow step by step the process 
by which this literature obtained its weapons from the armoury 
of this dialogue. We have already mentioned in this connexion 
the work traditionally attributed to Philo on the eternity of the 
world, which uses not merely Aristotle but also other good Peri- 
patetic authors like Theophrastus and Critolaus. Since the 
appearance of Aristotle's book the Stoics had come forward 
with their doctrine that the world is continually destroyed and 
regenerated, and the Peripatetic view required to be defended 
against the counter-arguments of the Porch Because of this 
element in the author, who lived at about the beginning of the 
Christian era and shared the contemporary tendency to har- 
monize Plato and Aristotle, the form of the arguments, which he 
uses without mentioning their originator, has been greatly 
altered, and we are by no means justified in ascribing to Aris- 
totle everything that is included among the fragments On the 
other hand, ]ust as Rose omits the fire-animals in Apuleius and 
Philo, so in the present work he omits an argument which, 
while not itself Aristotelian, is nevertheless formulated in words 
borrowed from Aristotle's 'zoogonic' argument — ^to use the ex- 
pression in the Epinomis. Whereas, according to our hypothesis, 
Aristotle argued by analogy from the living creatures in the 
known elements to the existence of star-souls in the ether, 
Pseudo-Philo presupposes this and converts the argument into 
one against the transitoriness of the world. If all the living 
creatures that maintain themselves in the regions of the various 
elements are one day to disappear, both those on the earth and 
those in the water and those in the air and those in fire (m/pi- 
yova), it follows by analogy (koct^ dvaAoyioiv) that the heavens 
also, the sun, the moon, and all the stars (i.e. the living things in 
the ether), are dedicated to destruction. This, however, con- 
flicts with their divinity, with which their eternity stands or 
falls.i It is obvious that we have here a conflation of two classic 
arguments from Aristotle On Philosophy. His inference from 
the divinity of the heaven to its eternity is mechanically applied 
to aU celestial bodies. (By a verbal imitation of the passage in 
* Pseudo-PhilOj De Aet Mundi 14, 45, in Cohn-Reiter. 
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which he called the heaven 'this great visible God'^ they are 
described as 'this great and blessed army of visible Gods acknow- 
ledged of old’, 6 TocToOrog ata6r|Tcov Oecov eu^aipicov to -rraXai 
vo[iicrOEig cTTporog). With this the author conflates the zoo- 
gonic argument : if in the four known elements aU living things 
pass away, they must do so in the ether also, by analogy. 
The logic, which is decidedly not his strong point, is not im- 
proved by the change. It is in fact an empty verbalism and a 
mere truism, incomprehensible until we see that he is attempting 
to carve something apparently new and original out of the 
famous arguments of his source. To us, however, he does the 
service of confirming the occurrence of the fire-animals, the five 
elements, and the inference from analogy, in the Aristotelian 
argument that we have recovered by examining Cicero. His 
testimony is all the weightier because in other parts of his work, 
where he is obviously using a Stoic source, he recognizes only 
four elements.^ 

In order to separate the original from the subsequent addi- 
tions and alterations, it has been necessary to go into the 
historical effects of the dialogue. With regard to those argu- 
ments for the divinity of the stars which are next cited by 
Cicero, and which seem to be closely connected with the previous 
one, the problem of distinguishing the original from the accre- 
tions and distortions has recently been raised for the first time. 
It has been suggested that only the last argument (§ 44), which 
indeed is expressly described as such, is Aristotelian.^ Strictly 
taken, its opening words (‘Nec vero Aristoteles non laudandus 
est in eo, quod . . . ’) imply that the preceding ones also belong 
to him, but in case of necessity it is possible to understand them 
as referring back to the first, which was expressly ascribed to 
him. The intermediate matter would then belong to another 
author, and be inserted here merely because of its similarity to 
Aristotle’s arguments. It is thought that Posidonius’ theory of 
heat can be detected in it, and certainly, in view of what has 
been said in connexion with the first argument, the possibility 
of Stoic colouring cannot be excluded. The various arguments 

* Frg. 18 

® Pseudo-Philo, De Aet, Mundt ii. 29 

3 K Reinhardt, Posetdonios, pp. 228 ff 
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form such a connected and significant series, however, that we 
ought not to tear them apart unless we have to. The train of 
thought is as follows. 

Since all the other elements contain life the ether must do so 
too. Hence the stars that we see there must be living things ; 
and, in keeping with the fineness and mobility of the ether, they 
must be of the highest intelligence and velocity. To extend this 
relation between the elements and the character of the beings 
hving in them, the relation between the intellectual quality of 
the stars and the vital powers of the ether is parallel to tha t 
between the intelligence and temperament of man and the 
food-supply and climatic conditions of his dwelling-place. Where 
the air is pure and thin the inhabitants are more intelligent and 
think more keenly and quickly than those who live in a thick 
and heavy atmosphere. The same applies even to the effects of 
light and heavy foods on the human mind. Since therefore they 
live in the region of the ether, which is the finest of all elements, 
and since they are nourished by the exhalations of earth and 
sea, which are reduced to extreme thinness as they traverse the 
great mtervening space, the stars must possess intelligence of 
the highest sort. The correctness of this inference is confirmed 
by a fact of external experience — ^the inviolable order and 
regularity of then: motions. This cannot be the product of 
Nature, since Nature does not behave like a conscious rational 
being; nor can it be explained by chance, for incalculability and 
merely average results exclude constancy and design. It must 
therefore be the result of a conscious intention and an inner 
purpose. With the final argument this train of thought culmin- 
ates in the demonstration that, as their order and constancy 
imply reason and purpose, so the circularity of their motion 
implies effective free will, since the natural movement of bodies 
is always in a straight line upwards or downwards, and since no 
overruhng external force is present here. 

In the first argument Cicero expressly ascribes to Aristotle the 
statement that, since living things occur in all the other elements, 
it is absurd to suppose that they do not also occur in the ether, 
which is ‘most suitable’ of all ‘to beget animate things'. Ac- 
cording to Aristotle the pneuma of life is analogous to the element 
of the stars, which contains in its purest form the heat that is 
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essential to life.^ In this argument the vitalism of the (profes- 
sedly Stoic) doctrine of heat is derived from Aristotle’s doc- 
trine of the pneuma, which was the historical germ of the Stoic 
view. The theory that the stars are moved by souls is carefully 
developed to its farthest consequences. The seriousness with 
which the argument takes Plato’s semi-mythical view, and its 
conscientious application of the categories of psychology, 
zoology, and physics, show that its author is the early Axistotle. 
He is too respectful and dogmatic to doubt the correctness of 
the view; but the more seriously he takes it, and the more 
acutely he presses it, the quicker he wiU outgrow it. Plato, 
again, is responsible for the theory that climate and diet in- 
fluence man’s body and mind; and the expression of it here is 
verbally similar to a passage of the Laws, The Epinomis, also, 
detects a causal connexion between the material constitution of 
earthly creatures and the irrationality and disorderliness of their 
motions, and between the ethereal matter of the stars and their 
physical beauty and spiritual perfection. Either this reflects 
the general Academic view, or it is borrowed from Aristotle’s 
work, which appeared just prior to the Epinomis? 

The dialogue On Philosophy carries out the analogy in more 
detail. The stars are surrounded by the purest atmosphere. 
Their food is the fine exhalations of earth and sea — ^Aristotle here 
uses this old physical doctrine to support his view of the heavenly 
beings and their physiological processes; later he abandoned 
it. From this dialogue Cleanthes took it over, together with all 
the rest of Aristotle’s early theology, and made it at home in the 
Stoic school. 3 

* De Gen An H 3, 736^ 29 ff * Laws V 747 d, Ep%n. 981 e 

3 In Meteor II. 2, 354b 33 ff , Anstotle opposes the physicists' theory that 
the sun feeds on the exhalations of the sea The theory must have been quite 
old, since on the basis of it some physicists naively explained the solstice as a 
change of ‘pasture’. Though Anstotle might smile at this anthropomorphic 
account, the general theory was quite consonant with his own view that the hot 
feeds on the wet (e g Metaph A 3, 983b 23). When he objects that the sup- 
porters of the theory ought to have provided, not merely for the sun, but also 
for the stars (355a 19), that is simply the consequence that he himself had 
formerly developed in the dialogue On Philosophy. Cleanthes took it over from 
this work (Cic. Nat Deorum, II. 15, 40 Amim, frg. 504) He also appropriated 
the explanation of the solstice (Nat Deorum, HI. 14, 37. Amim, frg 501) In 
companson with the level attained by Anstotle Stoic physics presents many 
examples of this sort of atavism, namely the conflation of Anstotle' s early 
cosmological theology with Pre-Anstotehan theones. 
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The Epinomis also contains the argument for the existence of 
star-souls from the regularity of the heavenly motions, at some- 
what greater length but with less dialectical power; ajid here as 
in Aristotle it is directly connected with the 'zoogonic' argu- 
ment. This hitherto unnoticed correspondence obliges us to 
infer that Philip and Aristotle both give the ruhng Academic 
doctrine.* Aristotle's formulation of it was directly suggested 
by Plato. In the Laws, at the beginning of the argument that 
the stars have souls, we read that some say ‘that all things do 
become, have become, and will become, some by nature, some by 
art, and some by chance ’. The elements and ‘ the bodies which 
come next in order — earth, and sun, and moon, and stars — ’ 
‘aU exist by nature and chance, and none of them by art', for 
they are totally and absolutely without soul.^ The physicists 
whom Plato is attacking meant by nature the same as Aristotle 
in these arguments (for he is here using their trichotomy and 
refuting them with their own weapons), namely an aggregation 
of matter without mind or soul. Plato, on the contrary, -rnakes 
the soul the chief principle of becoming, and hence demands a 
new conception of nature ^ There are, however, countless pass- 
ages in Aristotle where this lower conception of nature, having 
once become familiar to him, is used without hesitation; in the 
very next argument, for example, the tendency of fire and air to 
go upwards, and of earth and water to go downwards, is said to 
be a natural movement. The division of all becoming into 
natural, fortuitous, and intentional, also occurs in his Protrep- 
ticus. The method of the argument, namely the establishment 
of one possibility by the elimination of aU others, is connected 
with Plato’s later dialectic of division, and is characteristic of 
Aristotle. 

The same method is used in the last argument, a refinement 
of the previous one, which is expressly stated to come from 
Aristotle. AU motion is produced either by nature or by force or 
by free wiU. So far as it is natural, the motion of bodies is 
always in a straight line upwards or downwards, and not 
circular like the motion of the heavenly bodies. Nor can this 
circular motion be explained by external force, for what force 
can be greater than that of those bodies themselves ? The only 

^ Epin , 982 ff. ® Laws X. 888 E ft 3 X. 892 c, 891 c. 
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remaining possibility is motion by free will. For this inference 
too there is a parallel in the Epinomis, where mention is made of 
a most perfect deliberation (dpiarri PouAeuctis) on the part of 
the star-souls.^ This is the ground of the unalterable necessity 
that guides the revolutions of the stars. Their perfection con- 
sists in the fact that the circular path, which the star-soul at the 
same time contemplates and wills, is the ideal mathematical 
form. This act of wiU can never alter, because aU true perfec- 
tion excludes the tendency to deteriorate. Thus the law that 
the soul of the star imposes on its matter necessarily involves 
that the star has free will, since without this there could be no 
reflection with a view to action.^ To this extent Aristotle's 
notion of free will is the exact complement of the notion of most 
perfect deliberation in the Epinomis ; they are adjacent elements 
in a single thought-construction.^ The doctrine that the stars 
move of their own free will, bemg an obvious contradiction of 
Aristotle's later views, has compelled those who deny his de- 
velopment to institute the most desperate ad-hoc conjectures. 
It is said that Cicero has simply grossly misunderstood his 
authority.4 It is not worth while to refute these extravagances 
in detail; our analysis of the theory of star-souls seems to have 
made it clear that, even if this intermediate stage in Aristotle's 
development were not so unquestionably recorded, we should be 
practically obliged to reconstruct it a prion in all its parts. 

The last argument also throws much light on the origin of 

I Epin 982 c ^ Epin 982 b 

3 The motion of the stars can be due to free will only if it rests on conscious 
purpose (irpodpEffij). The latter, however, is 'deliberative desire*, and there- 
fore presupposes deliberation [Eth Nzc. Ill 5) In 1112a 21 Aristotle expressly 
denies that there can be deliberation about things eternal Thus he rejects his 
earlier doctrine that the stars have wills In his later period the only remnant 
of the old view is the use of the word ‘action* (TTpinreiv) in coimexion with the 
heavenly motions This early doctrme that the stars have conscious wills must 
not be confused with the view that God, as the final cause, moves the world by 
means of the desire with which all things strive towards him (cf. Zeller, vol, u. 
2^^ p 375. n 3) The latter involves neither that matter is an independent 
principle of action which stnves towards Form, nor that all things including the 
inorganic world possess souls. Accordmg to Aristotle everythmg seeks to 
perform its function perfectly, and that is its good (kocX 6 v) . Because of this it is 
coimectedwith everythmg else (cf. Metaph. A 10, 1075a 16, ‘all thmgs are ordered 
together somehow’). The connexion of all things with each other is the order 
(T<i(§is) of the world, whose ‘end* is God, the most perfect being Thus every 
thing seeks God in so far as it realizes its own ‘end*. 

^ Bemays, I>%& Dialogs des Anstoteles, p. 104. 
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Aristotle's celestial physics, i.e. his doctrine of ether. Were it 
not that we have already proved it, it might be doubted whether 
in this dialogue the ether was assumed without demonstration, 
on the ground that he here reckons as ' natural ' only the motions 
of heavy bodies downwards and of light ones upwards in a 
straight line, whereas he derives the circular motion of the stars 
not from their material constitution but from their free will. 
Contrariwise, he tells us in the De Caelo that there are five 
elements and a special kind of motion is natural to each of them, 
motion downwards to water and earth, upwards to fire and air, 
and in a circle to ether.^ He expressly calls the latter the body 
that moves in a circle, thus making this an essential property 
of it. Here again those who deny his development are driven to 
the desperate expedient of reducing the account in the dialogue 
On Philosophy to mere poetry,^ but the arguments are far too 
acute and serious for that, and apparently it has escaped notice 
that the two views are mutually exclusive. The derivation of 
circular motion from the material nature of the ether reveals the 
intention to explain all phenomena of movement whatever by 
the natural laws of matter , but this can be done only by means of 
a double physics, one terrestrial and the other cosmic, the latter 
being exempt from the former's law of gravitation. The double- 
entry book-keeping thus established was not abolished again 
until modem physics. At any rate it was a scientific improve- 

* De Caelo I 2-3. 

® Bernays (op. cit , p 104) was unable to conceive how Aristotle in this 
dialogue could have so utterly repudiated the fundamentals of his cosmology 
(presumably this means the derivation of all becoming from ‘ natural' causes), 
and could have so unhesitatingly accepted ‘the vulgarly anthropomorphic 
deification of the heavenly bodies' Such a misconception was possible only at 
a time when insufficient attention was paid to Plato’s Laws and to the Eptnomis, 
before the effect of Zeller's re] ection of the former had altogether ceased Plato's 
doctrine of star-souls has nothing to do with the naive popular belief in Helios 
and Selene To derive the circular motion of stars and sky from an immaterial 
cause was the most natural thing for a Platonisl, since Plato thought of Nus as 
a circular movement, and since the new discovery of the regularity and 
simplicity of the heavenly motions favoured the suggestion that they were pro- 
duced by a mathematical intelligence, cf Plat Tim 34 a, 37 c, and often 
According to the Timaeus Nus and Necessity divided the creation of the cosmos 
between them (47 e) In De An I. 3, 406b 26 ff , Aristotle attacks in detail the 
doctrine of the continuous circular motion of Nus. With his abandonment of 
this Platonic view, and with his change in the notion of the psychological 
functioning of Nus, there inevitably followed the fall of the theory of immanent 
star-souls. 
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ment on the procedure of the Academy and of Aristotle in his 
early years, which had given an anthropomorphic account of the 
relation between the mathematical law and the inert matter of 
the stars by introducing psychophysical analogies — ^the Epino- 
mis even ascribed legislative functions to the will of the stars.^ 
We now see that the original purpose of the ether must have 
been something other than to derive the celestial motions from 
the nature of the matter of the stars, since it was already 
in existence as a hypothesis before it was endowed with the 
attribute of circular motion. What first gave rise to it was 
obviously the new and precise calculations, undertaken by the 
school of Eudoxus and by Philip of Opus, about the size and 
distance of sun, moon, and the other heavenly bodies. These 
calculations rendered untenable the old physical doctrine that 
the upper heavens and the stars are composed whoUy of fire ; in 
view of the smallness of the earth and the infinite extent of the 
universe there was no longer any proportion between the 
quantity of fire and the other elements, and in fact it would have 
consumed them all. Thus the new discoveries upset the theory 
of the mutation of the elements and thereby removed one of the 
foundations of contemporary cosmology.^ Later on Aristotle 
used his hypothesis to construct a cosmic physics without star- 
souls or mythical additions. We now have the later view fully 
developed in the first book of the De Caelo, which makes an 
impressive beginning with the new doctrine ; it is not too rash, 
however, to assert that this lecture has undergone later altera- 
tions, and that in its original form it belongs to the period when 
the notion of ether was new. In favour of this it may be said 
that in content it is concerned almost entirely with Plato's later 
cosmology and criticizes that alone, that parts of it are stiU quite 
theological in colouring, and that large portions are taken over 
verbatim from the third book of the dialogue On Philosophy, 

The doctrine of the star-gods and of the divinity of the cosmos 
(i.e. the sky), which received its first complete statement in this 
dialogue of Aristotle's, constitutes, together with Plato's cos- 
mology as a whole, the permanent expression of the great intel- 

* Eptn. 982 B, 'the necessity which belongs to the soul which possesses 
intelligence . . . legislates as ruling and not as ruled*. 

* Arist. M&teor. I. 3, 339h 2 fi., esp 340a i £f. 
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lectual stimulus given to the philosophical world of the fourth 
century by the new astronomical discoveries. The hypothesis 
that the planetary motions are circular and perfectly orderly, 
and that the original configuration of the whole heavens periodic- 
ally returns when the Great Year^ is complete, threw the most 
astonishing light on Plato’s fundamental principle that the 
material phenomena of the sensible world are controlled by 
mind and order, and opened up fruitful relations between philo- 
sophy and the study of facts. The first attempt to illustrate on 
a grand scale the 'rule of reason’ over matter was the doctrine 
of star-souls. This went far beyond the needs of mere natural 
science, but its myth of the soul opened up unsuspected oppor- 
tunities for the construction of a Weltanschauung. It is clear 
that to Plato the important part of the doctrine was its mythical 
and spintualistic element. Its appeal to the early Aristotle, on 
the other hand, rested on the fact that speculation, whose in- 
soluble problems the human mind cannot perpetually avoid, 
could here base itself on solid empirical facts, even if they were 
facts that admitted of more than one explanation. Thus, while 
the views of both coincide in content, Aristotle’s close-knit 
argumentation breathes a new scientific spirit, according to 
which all myths, however overflowing with emotional values, 
are simply material for methodical inquiry. This spirit reveals 
itself most clearly in his positively insatiable desire for proof. If 
we compare the account in the Epinomis, where Plato’s doctrine 
is swallowed dogmatically and full rein given to the taste for 
edification and religious mystery, we perceive still more clearly 
that, in dealing with the Platonic myth, the choice lay between 
scholasticism on the one hand and critical science on the other. 
Plato himself understood himself in this way, and gave his 
pupils the right to apply this realistic measure to himself, when 
he introduced his myth as one of several possible hypotheses.^ 
But what great thinker ever understood himself correctly ? The 
old controversy whether Aristotle understood Plato shows a 

* The ' Great Year ' is mentioned in Anst. irg. 25. Rose can scarcely be right, 
however, m including this among the fragments of On Phzlosophy, since 
Tacitus (Dial. 16, 10 fE ) tells us that it was referred to in Cicero's Hortensius. 
Cicero took it presumably from the mam source, which was Anstotle's Pfo- 
tr&pticus ; but with this question we are not concerned. 

^ Plato, Laws X 898 E. 
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complete lack of comprehension. He appears to stand upon 
the same ground and wrestle with Plato for better insight; 
but his victory consists not in refuting him but in impressing 
the stamp of his own nature on everything Platonic that he 
touches. 

The same is true of the second main division of the dialogue, 
namely the philosophy of religion; for in this work Aristotle 
founded not merely Hellenistic theology, ^ but also that sym- 
pathetic but at the same time objective study of the inner 
religious life for which antiquity had no name and no inde- 
pendent discipline apart from metaphysics. It did not vindicate 
its independence until the modern age gave it the name of 
'philosophy of religion’. This is another aspect of the early 
Aristotle which, in spite of its inestimable importance for the 
history of the human mind, has been overlooked or ignored down 
to the present day — ^perhaps because the conventional picture 
of him (as a purely intellectualist metaphysician) might have 
been disturbed if it had appeared that his dialectical operations 
were inspired from within by a living religion, with which all the 
members of the logical organism of his philosophy were pene- 
trated and informed. The history of the philosophy of religion, 
in the modern sense of the phrase, begins with the sophists and 
their first great attempts to give a psychological explanation of 
its nature and origin. Rationalism, however, can never advance 
more than a Uttle way along this road, because it lacks the organ 


^ What he worked out under this name as an independent discipline derives, 
indeed, in content from the later form of Plato's general view of the world , but 
his foundation of a separate disciplme mdicates an mtense concentration of the 
spirit on the problem of God, which was something entirely new, and had an 
epoch-making significance for Hellenistic philosophy The Stoic theology 
developed the Aristotelian. It is true that owing to its monistic tendency it 
abandoned Aristotle’s transcendent God, but coincidence of content is not the 
decisive thing in the evaluation of his influence What is decisive is the whole 
inner attitude of the new age towards the problem of theology, and the posi- 
tion assigned to it in the very centre of philosophy. In content Aristotle's theo- 
logy, witii its sharp distinction between the highest God and the star-gods, did 
not exert its full influence until the beginning of the Christian era This age 
demanded a deus exsuperanhsstmus, who, unseen, guides the world from a 
subhmely distant throne, high above the courses of the stars. Aristotle then 
began to have a strong effect on contemporary Platonism ; his view was com- 
bined sometimes with Oriental religious beliefs, and sometimes with the so- 
called negative theology, which was the climax of religious experience m the 
Hellemstic East, whether pagan or Christian 
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by which the phenomena of the religious life are properly per- 
ceived ; and hence the philosophy of religion did not enter on its 
classical period until the time of the early Aristotle and the 
Academy in the later days of Plato. Here were supplied the two 
conditions essential for a study at once psychologically penetrat- 
ing and religiously productive — on the one hand increased 
theoretical insight into all the phenomena of the spirit, on the 
other hand a piety, arising out of Plato’s power of constructing 
myths and sjnnbols, which opened fresh sources of religious in- 
spiration to a community imbued with a new feeling for the 
values of life. It is a fact, though the accepted history of philo- 
sophy may ignore it, that almost the entire stock of later and 
modern ideas about the philosophy of religion can be traced to 
this society. 

The main question concerns the natural sources, and the 
theoretical justification, of our inner certainty about the objects 
of religion, that is to say, it concerns the reality of the numinous. 
To the naive religious consciousness this is no problem at all. It 
becomes one only when popular faith has been destroyed, and 
the intellect has been specifically directed towards the sphere of 
religious ideas. Then comes the period of arguments for the 
existence of God. After the hasty triumph of criticism with its 
destructive rationalism, the religious instinct, homeless but in- 
eradicable, seeks shelter with its conqueror The Xenophontic 
arguments for God’s existence arise from this need for the aid of 
rationalism. Now Plato in his early and middle periods had no 
objective and theoretical attitude towards the question, such as 
is implied in the existence of a philosophy of religion. He was 
engaged in creating new worlds, in which the only proper 
demeanour was that of pious contemplation. The Form of the 
Good was not merely an eternal ideal for the state, but also the 
symbol of a new consciousness of God. It was in fact religion 
itself, for with Plato’s philosophy religion entered on the stage 
of speculation and science entered on that of the creation of 
religious ideas. Not until his later days do we find reflection on 
the roots of faith and on its compatibility with natural science. 
In the theology of his old age the ruling thought is that of the 
priority of soul to body, and of spirit and law to blind matter. 
The Ionian conception of nature as mechanical causation gives 



158 TRAVELS 

way to a view according to which everything is derived from 
spiritual forces and is once more 'full of Gods’.^ 

The real argument for God’s existence first appears with the 
early Aristotle. He it was who, in the third book On Philosophy, 
demonstrated the reality of a highest being with strictly syllo- 
gistic arguments, and thus gave the problem the sharp, apodictic 
form which has continually goaded keen religious thinkers, in all 
later centuries, towards new attempts to make our experience of 
the ineffable visible even to the eye of the understanding. ‘ In 
general, wherever there is a better there is also a best. Now 
since among the things that are one is better than another, 
there is also a best thing, and this would be the divine ’* Here 
we stumble upon the root of the ontological argument, though 
bound up, as Aristotle’s physics require, with the teleological 
one. Wherever there is a series of comparable things display- 
ing gradual differences of value there is also a most perfect thing 
or maximum, even when we are concerned not with mere 
imaginary series, but with the actual series from less to more 
perfect in reality. In nature, which to Aristotle possesses a form 
and purpose that work and create from within, all is gradation ; 
every lower thing is related to something higher and ruling. To 
bim this teleological order is a law of nature and can be empiric- 
ally demonstrated. It follows that in the realm of existing things 
(i e. among the real Forms of nature) there is a most perfect 
thing , which, naturally, must also be a real Form, and which, as 
the highest final cause, is the principle of everything else. This 
is what is meant by the last sentence, that the most perfect 
being would be identical with the divine. Within the Aristo- 
telian view of nature as a realm of strictly graded Forms this 
argument is valid ; and it avoids the later mistake of supposing 
that the existence of the most perfect being is a predicate in- 
volved in the very idea of perfection, so that it could be obtained 
from this idea by mere analysis without the aid of experience. 
The Form of all real Forms must necessarily be itself real. 
When Aristotle equates this with the divine he does not, of 
course, thereby prove the truth of the popular notion of God. 

^ Plato, Laws X. 899 B, Epm 991 D 

* Frg 16. The argument reapp ears in the great schoolmen as the argumentum 

gmdxbus. 
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What he does is to give a new interpretation of this notion, 
which like aU human things is subject to change, in the spirit of 
the teleological view of the world. No doubt the dialogue also 
contained the arguments with which we are familiar from the 
treatises, that from the eternity of motion, and that from the 
necessity of supposing a limit to the series of causes in order to 
avoid an mfinite regress. It was the first great attempt to render 
the problem of God amenable to scientific treatment, by basing 
dialectically cogent inferences on a consistent interpretation of 
nature. Circumstances imposed the task on Aristotle, but only 
the greatest logical architect of all time would have dared to 
compress the whole result of his immense efforts into these few 
simple-sounding sentences. The one thing that we must not do 
is to separate them from his physics and examine them by 
themselves. They are the necessary conclusion of the detailed 
development of an eidological theory of nature ; and they enable 
us to be sure that Aristotle’s physics was already completed in 
principle at the time when he wrote the dialogue, from which it 
follows that it was conceived while he was still in the atmosphere 
of the Academy. 

Aristotle also examined in this work the psychological sources 
of belief in God, not out of cold scientific curiosity, but in order 
that others might experience what he had experienced. He was 
thus well aware that even the most gifted logic can never attain 
to that irresistible force of inner conviction which arises out of 
the inspired presentiments of the soul.* Nobody in the ancient 
world ever spoke more beautifully or more profoundly about the 
personal and emotional side of aU religious life than Aristotle 
during the years when religion was the central problem in his 
mind. In the dialogue On Philosophy, when he was preparing to 
discuss the divinity of the stars, he spoke of the feeling of awe in 
the presence of that which is higher than men. He recognized 

^ De Caelo II i, 284b 3, also speaks of the co-operation of scientific specula- 
tion and the inner sense of God (jjavreioc irepi t6v 0e6v) which rests on immediate 
feeling , thus it distinguishes clearly between the two Presumably it was Plato 
who first took the notion of inner divination (liocvreOecreod) , which the poets 
were already using in the sense of the presentiment of external events, and 
stamped it with the philosophical meaning of a divmation not of the future but 
of deep and hidden affinities. Anstotle then applied it for the first time to the 
problem of faith and knowledge, and made knowledge and divination two 
commensurable and complementary forms of religious consciousness. 
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that inner composure is the essence of all religious devotion.^ 
Just as we do not venture to enter a temple until our feelings are 
composed, so, he declares, whenever we inquire into the nature 
of the stars, we ought to enter the temple of the cosmos in a 
devotional manner. No doubt the words were intended to pre- 
pare for the accusation of godlessness which he then launched 
against those who denied that the heavens and the stars were 
divine and indestructible ^ Towards the end of his work On 
Prayer he wrote, 'God is either Nus or something beyond Nus\ 
Why write a book on prayer, if not to show that we shall not 
think it unworthy of a philosopher to approach Godhead in 
prayer so long as we take it to heart that God is Nus, or higher 
than all reason, and that only through Nus can a mortal 
approach Him ?3 Neither Schleiermacher nor Kant distinguished 
more sharply between faith and knowledge, between feeling and 
understanding, than did the originator of speculative argument 
for God's existence in his classic pronouncement: 'Those who 
are being initiated are not required to grasp anything with the 
understanding (paOeiv), but to have a certain inner experience 
(ttcxOsTv) , and so to be put into a particular frame of mind, pre- 
suming that they are capable of this frame of mind in the first 
place. It is not accidental that he formulates this epoch- 
making discovery in connexion with the mystery-religions. The 
cults of the old gods lacked the personal relationship between 
the righteous man and his God, whereas the mysteries gave it 
the foremost place by their mere exclusiveness, and encouraged 
it still further through the various grades of initiation, and 
through the differences in fervour with which the individual 
members of the faithful received them. It is this spiritual factor, 
and not the 'intellectual significance' of their content, which 
accounts for the keen interest accorded to these cults, from the 
end of the fifth century onwards, in all quarters where religion was 

* Frg. 14 ^ Cf. pp 1 39-1 40 above 

3 Frg. 49 The purpose of emphasizing God's transcendence at the end of a 
work on prayer must logically have been to apply it to the question how we 
ought to pray The demand that we should pray in Nus and in truth arose m 
the Platonic community, and through it the philosophical spirit of Atticar estored 
religion to the men of the fourth century The fact that the gospel according 
to St John gave it a new content (iv 24) by wntmg Pneuma (spirit) instead of 
Nus (certainly without knowledge of Aristotle's works) in no way diminishes 
the significance of this demand for the history of the mind ^ Frg. 15. 
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alive. How often do Plato and the early Aristotle borrow their 
language and symbols to give colour and form to their own new 
religious feeling! The mysteries showed that to the philosopher 
religion is possible only as personal awe and devotion, as a special 
kind of experience enjoyed by natures that are suitable for it, as 
the soul’s spiritual trafiSc with God ; and this insight constitutes 
nothing less than a new era of the religious spirit. It is impossible 
to estimate the influence of these ideas on the Hellenistic world, 
and on the spiritual rehgion that was in process of formation. 

Aristotle derives the subjective conviction of God’s existence 
from two sources ; from man’s experience of the inspired might 
of the soul, which, in the instants when it rids itself of the body, 
in sleep or at the approach of death, takes on its own ' real nature ’ 
and pierces the future with prophetic eye ; and from the sight of 
the starry heavens.^ This derivation is not to be understood 
historically ; it does not refer to the men of primitive times ; it is 
a pregnant juxtaposition of the two great wonders that all the 
enlightenment of the enlightened cannot explain, the residue 
that the system of rationalistic physics cannot reduce. Prophecy 
and the irrational and obscurer elements of the soul’s life had 
always aroused great interest in the Academy, and the emo- 
tional religious feeling for the cosmos had taken its origin there. 
What Aristotle here compresses into a formula is simply the 
rehgious attitude of Plato’s circle towards the universe. Even 
the formula is borrowed from Plato ; for in the Laws he derives 
the belief in God from the same two sources, the everflowing 
being (devaos oOaia) of the inner life of the soul, and the sight 
of the eternal order of the stars.^ No other formula could express 
so fitly the timeless truth of the religious element in Platonism, 
free from all temporary dogmatic details. Again and again it 
reappears in history as the symbol of the ultimate unassailable 
postulate with which the spirit confronts the inexorable forces 
of matter and chance. We naturally think of Kant’s words at 
the end of the Crittque of Practical Reason. 'Two thmgs fill the 
spirit with ever fresh and increasing wonder and awe, the more 
often and the more persistently they are reflected upon, the 
starry heavens above me and the moral law within me.’ The 
transformation of the first source, the everflowing being of the 

' 10. I Laws XII. 966 D 
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sotd (as Plato calls it), into the moral law, is characteristic of the 
difference between the Platonic and the Kantian spirit, although 
it really goes back to the Stoics. Kant does not definitely say so, 
but it is clear from his words that this 'wonder and awe’ are of 
a religious nature, and were originally mtroduced precisely as 
sources of the belief in the existence and government of God. 

Aristotle preserves the original form of the second argument 
also. Instead of the marvel of the soul as such, he speaks of the 
prophetic powers that slumber within it, awakening only when 
it has nd itself of the body. This is the Platomc view. The 
recognition of occult phenomena, inaccessible to science, is also 
contrary to Aristotle’s later doctrine ; he refutes it in detail in 
his work on dreams. ^ Will any one offer to explain aU this as a 
mere concession to the dialogue-style ? It is the same attitude 
towards divination as that in the Eudetnus. There is no clearer 
sign of the depth to which spiritualism had driven its roots in 
Aristotle than this fact, that, even after he had abandoned the 
theory of Ideas, he stiU retained for some time Plato’s conception 
of the soul, and no doubt his doctrine of immortality also. Among 
those who have found this doctrine in our passage is Posidonius.^ 

^ Anst. De Divtnatione pev SoTyinum, c i, 462^ 20 ; there are no tnith-telhng 
dreams sent by God, cf 462b 12 In Ttmaeus 71 a-e and Eptn 985 c, on the 
other hand, the position is the same as that of On Philosophy, frg 10 

^ Posidonius took over the passage on the prophetic power of the soul (frg 
10) in his book On Divination, and Cicero makes this book the basis of his 
account in D& Dwinatione I 63, as he does frequently in this work 

Sextus Empiricus, Adversus Phy- 

sicos I. 20-21 (p. 395, 1 6). Cicero, De Divinatione I 63 

Anstotle said that the notion of gods 
came from two beginnings . . . from 
the phenomena of spintual life by 
reason of the ecstasies and prophecies 

which the soul experiences in sleep (63) When therefore sleep has removed 
(21) For, he says, when the soul is by the mind from the society and contact 
itself in sleep, then it puts on its of the body, then it remembers the 
proper nature and foresees and fore- past, perceives the present, and fore- 
tells the future. The same thing sees the future . . . and thus when 
occurs also in the separation from the death approaches it is much more 
body at death At anyrate he believes divine. (64) That dying men have 
that the poet Homer had observed foreknowledge is also proved by the 
this when he made Patroclus, as he examplewhichPosidonius adduces. .. . 
was bemg killed, foretell the kilhng of An instance of this ... is Homer's 
Hector, and Hector foretell the death Hector, who when dymg declares the 
of Achilles. approaching death of AchiUes. 

Aristotle's expression * foresees and foretells the future* was adopted by 
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The two sources of belief in God were also borrowed from this 
dialo^e by the Stoics. Cleanthes, who puts them side by side 
with the hypotheses of Prodicus and Democritus about the 
origin of religion, thereby shows that he wrongly took them in 
the historical sense.* 

The great influence of the work on the Hellenistic age appears 
again in a famous passage which recurs at second hand in all 
Stoic theologies This passage has been preserved by Cicero, 
and certainly belongs to the proof of God's existence in the 
third book On Philosophy ^ For the sake of the power with 
which it suggests the overwhelming experience of the divinity 
of the cosmos it may be translated here. 

‘ If there were men who had always lived beneath the earth in good and 
shining habitations, adorned with statues and pictures and supplied with 
all the things possessed in abundance by those who are considered happy, 
and if, however, they had never gone out above the earth, but had heard 
by rumour and report that there is a certain divine presence and power, 
and then if at some time the gorges of the earth were opened and they 
were able to escape out of those hidden places and to come forth into 
these regions which we inhabit, then, when they suddenly saw the earth 
and the seas and the sky, when they had learnt the greatness of the clouds 
and the power of the winds, when they had gazed on the sun and recog- 
nized his greatness and beauty and the efficacy with which he causes day 
by spreading his light through the whole sky, when moreover, night 
having darkened the lands, they perceived the whole sky laid out and 
adorned with stars, and the variety of the lights of the moon, now waxing 
now waning, and the risings and settings of them all and their courses 
ratified and immutable to all eternity — ^when they saw this they would 
straightway thmk that there are gods and that these are the mighty works 
of gods.' 

The first thing that we notice is his dependence on the cave in 
Plato's Republic. The latter is a magnificent representation of 
the fundamental experience of Plato's philosophy, namely the 
reduction of the visible world to a realm of mere shadows, and 

Posidonius in his definition of divination as 'praesensio et praedictio futun’ 
He also increased the number of examples out of his own unmistakable wealth 
of learning The dream of Eudemus is included among them (53) As was to 
be expected, special attention is paid to Plato, the Pythagoreans, and Hera- 
clides of Pontus (46 and 60-62) Here again Posidonius has been greatly in- 
fluenced by the early Aristotle 

^ In De Natura Deorum II. 5, 13 (frg 528 in Arnim), Cicero reports that 
Cleanthes gave four reasons for the * ongin ' of the belief in God The first and 
fourth come from Aristotle On Philosophy, the two others from Democritus and 
Prodicus. * Frg. 12. 
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the vision of true being by which the philosopher is separated 
from his brothers and rendered lonely. Aristotle’s simile also 
breathes a new attitude towards the world. His men, however, 
have not lived in caves. They are modern, cultivated, satiated, 
miseducated persons, who bury themselves like moles in the 
sunless and comfortless splendour in which they are seeking 
their dubious happiness. He makes them ascend one day into 
the light, there to perceive the drama that he himself sees, the 
immeasurable marvel of reality, the divme structure and motion 
of the cosmos. He teaches them to contemplate, not a super- 
natural world, but that which is visible to all and yet seen of 
none. He is conscious of being the first Greek to see the real 
world with Plato’s eyes, and his intentional alteration of Plato's 
simile is a sign of this view of his historical mission. What he 
gives us instead of the Ideas is the contemplation of the wonder- 
ful shapes and arrangements of the cosmos, a contemplation 
which, intensified until it becomes religion, leads up to the in- 
tuition of the divine director of it all. 

By means of the Epinomis, which is equally emphatic in 
assigning to theology the central position in philosophy, we 
know that these lofty speculations met with energetic opposi- 
tion from the Greeks. According to the popular Greek view the 
knowledge of the divine, the Gnosis of the Orientals, is a thing 
that must be for ever unattainable to mortals ; and unhappy is 
the man who plagues his head with the search for the forbidden 
fruit. Aristotle himself, at the beginning of the Metaphysics, 
deprecates the deeply-rooted Hellenic dislike of extravagant 
(TTEpiEpyia) and high-flown audacities of thinking. He often 
opposes the ancient wisdom according to which a mortal should 
think mortal things; and he earnestly invites us to live in 
eternity.* Theology became possible to the Greeks only when 
the discovery of laws in the heavenly motions had led to the 
assumption of star-souls, and when assured knowledge of the 

^ Epin 988 a: 'Let none of the Greeks fear that it is not right for mortal 
men ever to busy themselves with matters divme ; they must hold entirely the 
opposite view’ ; 988 b, the divine power is free from jealousy. The same ideas 
reappear with verbal echoes in Aristotle’s Metaph. A 2, 982h 28 ff. Cl also 
Eth. Ntc, X. 7, 1177b 31 ; 'we must not follow those [e g. Epicharmus (frg. 20 in 
Diels), and Euripides (Bacchae 395 and 427 fi )] who advise us, being men, to 
think of human things, but must, so far as we can, make ourselves immortal,’ 



THE MANIFESTO ON PHILOSOPHY 165 

'visible Gods' had brought within measurable distance the 
possibility of an exact and astronomical theology based on ex- 
perience. To this we must add the influence of the East, as the 
Epinomis teUs us and other evidence confirms. The Socratic 
'know thyself, the quintessence of ApoUine wisdom, was now 
converted into its opposite. In his L%fe of Socrates Aristoxenus 
the Peripatetic related that an Indian, meeting Socrates in 
Athens, asked him about his philosophy. When Socrates 
answered that he was attempting to understand human hfe, the 
Indian represented to him the hopelessness of such an under- 
taking, since man cannot know himself until he knows God ^ 
This sounds apocryphal, but it is simply the legendary formula- 
tion of the view, universal in the later Academy and summed up 
in the Epinomis as a programme for religious reform, that in 
future Oriental astralism and theology would have to be com- 
bmed with the Delphic religion of Hellas, if the Greeks were to 
make religious progress.^ In the opinion of the author, who gives 
us the ruling tendency in the Academy (he could hardly repre- 
sent merely personal preferences as the conclusion of Plato's 
Laws), the way to this combination is through mysticism. Aris- 
totle shares with him, and with all Academics whatever, the 
view that cognitio dei is conceivable only if it is God Himself 

* Anstoxenus, frg 31m Mueller The visit of the Indian to Athens is also 
mentioned in the fragment of Aristotle (frg 32) preserved in Diogenes Laertius 
II 45. If this were genuine it would presumably have to be assigned to the 
first book of the dialogue On Philosophy , but Rose was probably right in in- 
cluding it under the remains of the spurious Magicus, since its contents do not 
accord with Aristotle The nearest parallels to the theology of the supposed 
Indian (it is really that of the later Plato) are Aristotle's Protrephcus (whose 
demand that human action be based on the knowledge of God reappears in Eth. 
Eud. VIII 3, 1249b 13-21) and the Alcibiades Major, which Fnedlander has 
recently attempted to rehabilitate, and has assigned to Plato’s early period 
(Der grosse Alcibiades ein Weg zu Plato, Bonn, 1921) This dialogue cul- 
minates in the thesis, elaborately and somewhat pedantically developed, that 
the Delphic maxim ‘know thyself' can be realized only through the self- 
contemplation of Nus in the mirror of the knowledge of God (132 E-133 c). 
The attainment of this thereby becomes the real focus of all the ethical, 
political, and educational problems that Plato’s school inherited from Socrates 
The Epinomis also stands for this reduction of all ethical questions, both of 
happiness and of virtue, to the question of the knowledge of God. The Alci- 
biades IS obviously an attempt, undertaken by some disciple at the same time 
as the above-mentioned works, to apply theology to the problems of Plato's 
early days, and to anchor them in a firm dogmatic principle, to wit, the 
mysticism of Plato's later doctrine of Nus, 

2 Epin, 987 D-988 A. 
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knowing Himself. He pictures this activity as something tran- 
scendental and beyond the merely human standard. The self is 
the Nus, which is said to ' come in from without ’ and to be ‘ the 
divine in us ' ; and it is through Nus that the knowledge of God 
enters into us. The author of the Epinomis goes so far as to 
speak of the participation of the one contemplator in the one 
phronesis, whereas Aristotle never emphasizes God's unity with 
human Nus more than His transcendence ^ In any event it is 
impossible to understand Aristotle's influence on posterity 
unless we realize that he breathed this atmosphere for many 
years, and that his metaphysics is rooted in it, however far it 
may have developed beyond it on the logical side. The estab- 
lishment of the worship of the stars, which are confined to no 
land or nation but shine on all the peoples of the earth,^ and of 
the transcendental God who is enthroned above them, inaugu- 
rates the era of religious and philosophic universalism. On the 
crest of this last wave Attic culture streams out into the Hellen- 
istic sea of peoples. 

' In Metaph A 2, 983^ 5-1 1, the knowledge of God is identified with God’s 
knowledge. For the union of the human spirit with the divine see 986 D 

a Epin 984 A. 



CHAPTER VII 

THE ORIGINAL METAPHYSICS 
I. THE PROBLEM 

T he importance of the dialogue On Philosophy is not ex- 
hausted by the light it throws on the period between the 
Academy and the Lyceum. It gives us for the first time a fixed 
point in the development of Aristotle's opinions, and a historic- 
ally accurate starting-place from which to analyse his meta- 
physical treatise. The earlier works obviously rest on an entirely 
different basis ; but what is the relation between the doctrines of 
this classical dialogue, in which he made it public that hence- 
forth he dissented from Plato's views, and the traditional Aris- 
totelian metaphysics ? Naturally, we must not take what we 
have learnt from the fragments and read it into the text of the 
treatise — itself, indeed, fragmentary, but stiU incomparably 
fuller. Our recovered picture of the lost work would, however, 
become important, if analysis of the Metaphysics were of itself 
to lead us along the same lines. 

The fundamental conceptions of the Metaphysics were un- 
doubtedly already determined when Aristotle wrote the dialogue. 
Even if we knew nothing else but that it contained the doctrine 
of the unmoved mover, we should thereby be assured that he 
had already established the conceptions of matter and form, of 
potency and act, and his own conception of substance. More- 
over, the three separate inquiries of which the dialogue was 
composed, the historical, the critical, and the theological, have 
their counterparts in the Metaphysics, the first in the first book, 
the second in the concluding books and throughout, the third in 
Book A. A more difficult question is how far the dialogue con- 
tained any parallel to the so-called central books of the Meta- 
physics, those which develop the theory of substance and of 
potency and act. We may say either that Aristotle considered 
these investigations too hard and too esoteric for publication, or 
that it is simply an accident that no fragment of this portion 
remains. In any event it cannot have occupied so large a space 
as in the Metaphysics, where it outweighs everything else. 
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especially if we omit the introduction (A-E). Theology, on the 
contrary, was developed much more thoroughly than it is in 
Book A, for our accounts teU us much of which the Metaphysics 
by itself would have given no inkling. With the doctrine of 
star-souls we are transported into a distinctly earlier stage of 
Aristotle’s development, and there is much to indicate that, if 
we had more of the dialogue, its divergence would probably 
appear still greater. That would seem to be a proof of the late 
origin of the Metaphysics, which would thus have to be assigned 
to Aristotle’s last period, and this would agree thoroughly with 
the view that has obtained up to now, for ever since the Roman 
empire it has been a widespread opinion that the Metaphysics 
was written late and left unfinished. 

This picture alters entirely, however, as soon as we analyse 
the Metaphysics. The origin of the hook bearing this name now 
becomes important for the origin of Aristotle’s metaphysical 
speciilahon itself ^ It is totally inadmissible to treat the elements 
combined in the corpus metaphysicum as if they were a unity, 
and to set up, for purposes of comparison, the average result of 
these entirely heterogeneous materials. As I have shown in 
another place, internal analysis leads to the view that various 
periods are represented ; and this is confirmed by the tradition 
that the collection known as the Metaphysics was not put 
together until after its author’s death. Previous investigations, 
however, have concerned only the history of the text subsequent 
to Aristotle’s death, i.e. the history of his literary remains. The 
clarification of these matters was undoubtedly the first step; 
but it was directly important only for the history of Aristotle’s 
influence, and the labour expended was out of all proportion to 
the advance made in knowledge of his own thought and person- 
ality. Criticism did not regain its meaning and importance until 
it sought to understand the actual state of the text as the organic 
result of the inner form of its author’s thought.^ This at once 
led away from the question of the external literary unity of the 
surviving metaphysical papers to that of their inner philo- 
sophical unity, and thus to chronology and the analysis of de- 
velopment. I took the first steps along this road in my Entste- 

* See my Entstehungsgeschichte day Metaphysik des Aristoteles, Berlin, 1912, 

= Cf. Ent. Met Anst., pp 150, 161. 
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hungsgeschichte der Metaphys%k, but at that time I was too much 
under the influence of the old philological attitude (whose pro- 
blem is, 'In the Metaphysics as we have it, can we justify the 
division into books and the order of the parts ? ') to pursue my 
own findings to their logical conclusions. The question of 
chronology, on one point of which I had already reached an 
assured result at that time, must now be taken up again in the 
light of Aristotle’s philosophical development. This will neces- 
sitate some repetitions in detail, which the course of the inquiry 
itself must justify. 

Before beginning to discuss the chronology we may once more 
briefly remind ourselves what, in the present condition of the 
Metaphysics, is to be ascnbed to the editors of Aristotle’s 
literary remains. Here it will be best to omit all arguments and 
rely on the results of the previous investigation. 

The aim of the modern philologist, to make the external order 
reflect the order of composition, even at the cost of the general 
impression, was quite foreign to ancient editors. Aristotle’s 
hterary executors were philosophers. They would have given 
much to be able to construct, out of the precious papers that 
they found, as true a picture as possible of the whole intellectual 
system of 'first philosophy’ as Aristotle had intended it to be; 
but their desire was thwarted by the incomplete and disparate 
character of the material. For one thing is certain, the editors 
themselves did not believe that with the order which they 
established they were giving posterity the complete course of 
lectures on metaphysics. They realized that they were offering 
an unsatisfactory makeshift, which was all that the condition of 
their materials allowed The postscript to the introductory 
book, the so-called little a, comes after big A simply because 
they did not know where else to put it. It is a remnant of notes 
taken at a lecture by Pasicles, a nephew of Aristotle's disciple 
Eudemus of Rhodes.* ABF belong together; A, on the other 
hand, was still known as an independent work in Alexandrian 

* Asclepms, m his commentary on the Metaphysics (p. 4 , 1 20, in Hayduck), 
refers this information, which reached him as a tradition handed down m the 
Peripatetic school, to A, but this is a confusion. His account must come from 
notes taken at a lecture by Ammonius, and obviously he misheard The true 
account is given by the scholiast on little a in the codex Parisinus (cf Ent. Met 
Arist., p. 114). 
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times, as a sound bibliographical tradition informs us. E is a 
short transitional passage leading to ZH0. These three form a 
whole, but their connexion with the previous books seems to be 
problematical. I, a discussion of being and unity, stands entirely 
alone ; and from this point onwards all inward and outward con- 
nexion disappears. K simply contains another form of BFE, to 
which are appended some excerpts from the Physics, in them- 
selves just as Aristotelian as any other part of this collection of 
manuscripts, but out of all relation to their surroundings. 
Similarly, a passage from the Physics has been inserted into A. 
A is an isolated lecture, giving a general view of the whole meta- 
physical system, entirely complete in itself, and presenting no 
trace of connexion with the rest. The concluding books MN 
have no relation to the preceding; this was remarked even in 
antiquity, and has led to their insertion before KA in many 
manuscripts, which, however, does not produce a more plausible 
train of thought. Their closest relationship is to the first two 
books. 

Nothing but exact inquiry can determine in detail at what 
time and in what connexion this material arose, and how it is to 
be used in reconstructing Aristotle's philosophy. On no account 
must we, by assuming that it is philosophically homogeneous, 
cover up the problems which its content as well as its form pre- 
sents at every step. We must reject aU attempts to make a 
literary whole out of the remaining materials by rearranging or 
removing some of the books, and we must condemn the assump- 
tion which overhastily postulates their philosophical unity at 
the expense of their individual peculiarities. Each of these 
papers is the result of decades of untiring reflection on the same 
questions ; each is a fruitful instant, a stage in Aristotle's de- 
velopment, an approach to the solution, a step towards new 
formulation. It is true that all the details are supported by that 
potential unity of the whole system which is active in every 
particular utterance of the philosopher ; but no one who is con- 
tent with that has the right to call himself familiar with the 
Aristotelian temper in its actuality. Aristotle has a dour, austere 
form ; no wide-ranging survey, no genial, comfortable intuition, 
can really understand him. Rarely does he offer us a whole on 
which the eye can rest with pleasure. Only in the concrete 
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details, only by intensive concentration, can his essence be 
grasped. 'For the actuality of Nus is life/ 

II. THE INTRODUCTION AND THE EARLIEST DRAFT 
OF THE CRITICISM OF IDEAS 

The piety of the editors has preserved the famous criticism of 
Plato's doctrine of Ideas in two versions, one in the ninth 
chapter of Book A, and the other in chapters 4-5 of M. These 
two versions, which correspond almost letter for letter, cannot 
both have been intended for the same draft of the Metaphysics. 
If the version in M, which fits perfectly into the whole argument 
of that book, was meant to remain where it is, this can only 
have been because Aristotle intended either to write a new in- 
troduction, or at the least to omit the partly duplicated chapters 
at the end of the introduction as we have it (A 8-10). Now M 
frequently refers to the first two books^ and this shows that 
somehow and somewhere it was meant to follow them. Hence 
Aristotle must have intended to delete the critical matter at the 
end of the first book. This proves that he used parts of Book A 
as raw material for a subsequent reconstruction. 

This conclusion, that the two versions differ in date, is con- 
firmed by the few respects in which their language disagrees. If 
we exclude a new argument which the later passage introduces 
against the Ideas,^ their only difference lies in the systematic 
removal of first person plural, which the earlier version con- 
sistently uses to represent the supporters of the theory of Ideas. 
This characteristic ‘we ' shows that the first book was written at 
a time when Aristotle could still call himself a Platonist and a 
recent supporter of the theory.^ Hence the interval between the 
two books must have been considerable, for in M his separation 
from the Platonic community is an accomplished fact. More- 

’ M 2, 1077a I ( = B 2, 997b 12-34) ; M 9, 1086a 34 ( = B 6, 1003a 6) ; M 9, 
1086b 2 ( = A 6, 987b i) ; M 10, 1086b 15 ( ^ B 4, 999b 24, and B 6, 1003a 6) 

2 M 4, 1079b 3-1 1 ; cf. Ent. Met Anst., pp. 29-30. 

3 The result of our inquiry into the doctrines of the Eudemus and the 
Protrepticus is thus placed beyond all doubt ; up to the moment when he first 
made such a criticism of the Ideas Aristotle himself supported the theory. 
The passages are collected in Ent. Metaph A nst., p 33 . * We ' also occurs m the 
first book outside the duplicated section, wherever the doctrine of Ideas is 
mentioned. Thus A 9, 992a *we state', 25 ‘we have given this up* and ‘we 
say*, 27 ‘we assert*, 28 ‘our account’, 31 'we assert*. 
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over, in contrast to the considerate treatment of the first book, 
the tone of the later polemic is often sharp or positively con- 
temptuous. 

As the date of the earlier version only one single fleeting in- 
stant in Aristotle's life can be suggested. Plato himself was dead ; 
this is the unmistakable meaning of the imperfect tense in which 
he is spoken of, and which appears several times.* In general, 
this criticism does not give the impression of having been Aris- 
totle's first utterance on the subject in the Academy. The means 
by which Plato's arguments for the existence of ‘ separate ' Ideas 
are here referred to — ^mostly abbreviated terminological de- 
scriptions — ^presuppose that the hearers were constantly occupied 
with them. Aristotle even assumes that they are acquainted 
with the objections to them. We should scarcely be able to 
understand his account, or to infer from his words exactly what 
argument he is criticizing, if the commentary of Alexander of 
Aphrodisias had not preserved their meaning for us from Aris- 
totle's lost work On Ideas,^ He is using mere formulae when he 
refers to 'the arguments from the sciences', 'the "one over 
many" argument', ‘the third man' (a counter-argument that 
does not come from himself at aU, but from Polyxenus the 
sophist,3 and that Plato himself had already puzzled over in the 
Parmenides)] also to 'the more accurate arguments', some of 
which assumed Ideas of relatives, and to 'the argument that 
there is an obj ect for thought even when the thing has perished * A 
Thus the original form of the criticism presupposes a group of 
Platonic philosophers, for whom Aristotle once more sums up, 
in a rapid survey, aU those objections to the doctrine of the now 
dead master that had occupied the Academy in the course of 
the years, in order to infer the necessity for a complete re- 
organization of Platonism on the basis of these criticisms. The 
bereaved school is now standing at a decisive turning-point of 
its career. Outside of Athens, which he very soon left, Aristotle 
was surrounded by such a group of Platonists, after Plato's 
death, only in Assos, and then never again. In Athens he can 

* A 9, 992a 20 'he used to object 21 ‘he used to call’, 22 'he often posited ' 

^ Frgs 187-189. 

® According to Phanias 'in the speech in reply to Diodorus' (frg 24 in 
Mueller), quoted by Alex Aphr In Arist M&taph , p 84, 1 16, m Hayduck. 

^ A 9, 990b 12 fE. 
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scarcely have been sufficiently composed in mind to work out, 
before his departure, a new lecture embracing all the criticisms 
of Plato's doctrine and aU his own reflections on the problems of 
metaphysics. In Assos, on the other hand, he had not merely 
the necessary leisure, but also an audience of sound philosophical 
judgement, including Plato's best-known disciples, men who 
were either objective enough to listen to an opponent's reasons, 
like Xenocrates, or themselves fuU of doubt about Plato's 
doctrine, as Erastus, Coriscus, and their convert Hermias, seem 
to have been. At any rate Plato himself, in his letter to them, 
had thought it necessary to explain that ' even in his old age ' he 
could not give up the theory of Ideas. He assumes that the men 
of Assos also have their controversies about 'this noble lore'; 
perhaps they had consulted him on some point. He exhorts 
them to have recourse to the Academy in every difficulty; if 
dissensions threaten he wiU exorcize them.^ After his death the 
men of Assos invited the two representatives of the conservative 
and the critical tendencies respectively to visit them, and this is 
the group to whom the earliest version of the Metaphysics was 
read. It was contemporary with the dialogue On Philosophy, 

We can still detect that the first book is a boldly sketched im- 
provization. The famous openmg chapter is borrowed in all 
essentials from the ProtrepUcus, as our examination of the latter 
showed;^ in other words, Aristotle's fundamental attitude to 
knowledge had not changed. The aetiology which follows it, the 
doctrine of the four causes, is taken, along with the other main 
conceptions — form, matter, potency, act — ^from the Physics] 
Aristotle expressly refers to that work as the foundation of what 
he says here. It is new, however, when he develops his doctrine 
of causes genetically out of the history of earlier philosophy, as 
the completion and fresh beginning of which he represents Plato. 
The criticism of the Ideas, itself also hastily thrown together, 

* Plato, Lott&y VI, 322 d; 'In addition to the love of Ideas (a noble lore, as 
I maintain, even in my old age) Erastus and Coriscus have need also of the lore 
of self-defence against the base and wicked, and of a sort of faculty of self- 
preservation.* (The words -ri|j Ko^iji ToOrti feyci) koIttep yipcov dov go together. 
The usual view, that tprim goes with -rrpocTl^eTv, makes nonsense of the intervening 
concessive participle. Hence we must emend iTpoor2i6Tv to irpocr^ET ) Thus this 
statement, when we restore its onginal meaning, becomes highly significant for 
the controversies about the Ideas within the Academy during Plato's last years, 
and for his own point of view. ® Above, p. 69. 
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then paves the way for his own formulation of the problems in 
the second book, which is equally conditioned by the situation 
that we have described, and cannot be fully understood apart 
from this historical background. This result completes the 
picture of Aristotle's relation to Plato and his school that we 
obtained from the dialogue On Philosophy. It confirms the view 
that the publication of his criticism was the very last step in a 
long process, the beginnings of which are lost in the darkness of 
the esoteric communal studies of the Academy. It is no longer 
possible to distinguish Aristotle's own special objections from 
those of other critics, for what he gives us in the Metaphysics is 
obviously a collection of all the essential arguments, irrespective 
of origin. At the same time as he publicly attacked the official 
Academic doctrine, he attempted, by means of an esoteric 
lecture on metaphysics in Assos, to convert such of his fellow- 
students as were more favourable to his critical attitude to a 
certain conviction, namely that the essence of Plato's legacy 
could be preserved only by the absolute abandonment of dualism 
and of the 'separateness' of the Ideas. What he proposed 
seemed to himself to be pure Platonism, and was meant to be 
nothing else; it was to be the philosophical consummation of 
what Plato had aimed at but failed to attain. The most re- 
markable thing about this estimate of his own position, which 
enabled him to preserve his reverence in spite of violent altera- 
tions of Plato's doctrine, is his feeling that he is responsible for 
the organic development of the doctrine, and his determination 
to acquit himself weU. His contemporaries, however, judged him 
otherwise. Beneath the conservative covering they recognized 
a new and revolutionary attitude towards the world, and hence 
they no longer considered him a Platonist. He himself, however, 
was not yet sufficiently detached from his own development to 
perceive the truth of this opinion. Only in his latest period did 
he become wholly free and independent. Whether his earlier or 
his later estimate of himself seems truer to us, will depend on 
whether we look more to the historical presuppositions of his 
philosophy, or to his individual way of regarding reality and 
reflecting upon it. We must call to mind how difficult Plato 
found it to distinguish his own identity from that of Socrates, 
if we are to understand, from the irrationale of his discipleship 
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with Plato, Aristotle's modest repudiation of all and every claim 
to originality 

The next question is how far this earhest version of the Meta- 
physics extends and what its members are. In the first place, 
it includes, besides the criticism of the Ideas (where the 'we ' very 
clearly denotes the transitional period), the complete first book ; 
for, since the unity of this book is above suspicion, the chrono' 
logical inferences that can be made about a part of it must apply 
also to the whole. It appears that Aristotle's frequent reference 
to himself as a Platonist was already a stumbling-block in the 
days of antiquity. Alexander of Aphrodisias and Syrian tell us 
that some ancient scholars rejected the book According to a 
remark of Albert the Great the Middle Ages sometimes ascribed 
it to Theophrastus, and apparently it was lacking in the Arabic 
translations.^ Both facts are to be explained as the result of a 
tradition among learned persons in antiquity ; obviously some 
late editor actually omitted the book because of the assertion 
that it was spurious. A comment of Alexander's on the second 
book shows that this assertion was suggested precisely by the 
objectionable 'we' of the first, which seemed to mark it off from 
all the others. Aristotle says (B 2, 997^ 3) : ' It has been explained 
in the introduction that we hold (Aeyopev) the Ideas to be both 
causes and self-dependent substances ; while the theory presents 
difficulties in many ways, the most paradoxical thing of all is 
our statement that there are certain things besides those in the 
material universe, and that these are the same as sensible things 
except that they are eternal while the latter are perishable.' 
From this passage Alexander infers that it is wrong to reject the 
first book, since it is here expressly referred to, and since its 
' ethos ' agrees precisely with that of this passage ; in both places 
Aristotle treats the theory of Ideas as his own. This argument 
presupposes that it was that 'ethos' which had rendered the 
first book suspicious. At that time no one understood how 
Aristotle could call the Ideas his own doctrine, and even Alex- 
ander can only suppose that it is a device to give vividness.^ 

< * Albertus Magn I 525b *et hanc probationem ponit Theophrastus qui 
etiam pmnum librum qm incipit *‘omnes homines scire desiderant” meta- 
physicae Anstotelis traditur addidisse; et ideo in Arabicis translatiombus 
primus liber non habetur " 

* Alex Aphrod. In Ar. Metaph. B 2, 997b 3 (p. 196, 1 19, m Hayduck): 



176 TRAVELS 

The rejection must therefore be due to the orthodox Peripatetic 
scholars of the empire, who erased all signs of connexion between 
Aristotle and Plato because the theory of Ideas was a heresy in 
which the master could have had no part. To us this kind of 
criticism simply shows, once more, how little we can trust the 
Peripatetic tradition when it comes to the question of Aristotle's 
development. The fact is that this, our chief witness, is through 
and through a biassed source of information. We have already 
seen (p. 32 above) how the dialogues, which protest loudly 
against this distortion of the truth, were reduced to silence. As 
a matter of fact, the passage in the second book, which Alexander 
brings into play against the rejection of the first, shows how 
close is the genetic relation between the two. To this quotation 
from the beginning of the second book he might have added a 
similar one from the end, which also has not yet been used in 
the inquiry into chronology, incomprehensible as that may 
seem (B 6, 1002^^ 12)* 'In general one might raise the question 
why after aU, besides perceptible things and the intermediates, 
one should have to look for another class of thing, i.e the Forms 
which we posit.' These two passages allow us to assign the 
whole second book with certainty to the earlier version of the 
Metaphysics, It was written in the same breath as the first. 
Later on we shall find that its content also leads to this conclusion. 

III. THE EARLIER AND THE LATER CRITICISM OF THE 
ACADEMIC THEORY OF NUMBERS 

Books M and N are usually considered a unity, mainly be- 
cause of the uniformity of their content, the criticism of the 
Academic theory of Ideas and numbers. In the opening chapter 
(M i) Aristotle explains the purpose of the inquiry. He raises 
the question whether, besides the things of the phenomenal 
world, there is another kind of being, unmoved and eternal. 
He proposes to begin by examining the thinkers who have main- 

‘ Being about to speak oi [the Ideas] he begins by refemng to what he said in 
the first book to re min d us what the doctrine was Hence it is plain for many 
reasons that this book is also Anstotehan and belongs to the same treatise. 
Moreover, the ethos'* with which he spoke of them there is the same as that 
with which he reminds us of them here. In both places he writes as if he him- 
self held the theory of Ideas ' Cp, S3nianus, Comm. %n Metaph ad loc. (p. 23, 
1 . 9, m Kroll) , he, however, is probably merely following Alexander. 
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tained such a kind of being, namely Plato and his school. He 
lays down a fixed plan of procedure, the mere arrangement and 
method of which would invite the closest attention. First we are 
to consider the constructions of mathematics, simply as such, i.e. 
without reference to the metaphysical doctrines that have been 
attached to them, such as the view that they are Ideas, or that 
they are the principles and essence of all things. In the second 
place we must examine the Ideas ; here again we must consider 
them not with reference to Plato's later interpretation of them 
as numbers, but in their original and genuine form. Thirdly 
there must be a critical study of the mathematical philosophy of 
Speusippus and Xenocrates. 

In this scheme the first two parts, the discussion of the being 
(ouaia) of mathematical objects and the criticism of the original 
theory of Ideas — ^with both of which we are familiar from Plato's 
dialogues — ^have really no independent significance. They are 
simply stages in Aristotle's methodical exposition of that which 
was their historical consequence, namely the doctrines of Speu- 
sippus and Xenocrates. The latter are the main objects of 
interest in the inquiry, as would be clear merely from the length 
of their treatment. They obviously constituted the actual 
problem at the time when M was in the writing, whereas the 
Platonic Ideas are mentioned only for the sake of completeness. 
Aristotle definitely tells us this in the passage where he is giving 
the Idea-theory its place in the book. Not because it still 
has supporters in the Academy is he going to include it in 
this discussion, but merely ‘for form's sake as it were'.* Speu- 
sippus abandoned the Ideas entirely, replacing them with 
numbers as a higher kind of reality. Xenocrates, conservatively 
attempting to save Plato's later theory, identified the mathe- 
matical 'essences' with the Ideas which Plato had regarded as 
numbers; that is to say, he compromised between Plato and 
Speusippus. Aristotle calls this the ‘third mode* of the theory, 
and naturally it must have been the last to appear. 

This shows that M was written much later than the first 
books. It is true that Aristotle mentions speculation about 

* 'OcTov v6uou Metaph, M i, 1076a 27. [W D. Ross translates' 'only as 
far as the accepted mode of treatment demands.* Tr ] For the expression see 
Bernays, Dte Dialoge des Anstoteles, p 150. 

3803 N 
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numbers a great deal earlier — ^in the Protrepticus ; but during 
the period immediately after Plato's death, in which the original 
Metaphysics took shape, his manner of criticizing the Idea- 
theory had been the very opposite. In the first two books this 
theory is stiU the acknowledged centre of philosophical interest ; 
he there regards it as the starting-point for all metaphysical and 
logical speculation whatever. In M, on the other hand, we can 
already detect clear signs of the Academy's reaction to his 
criticisms. He is now able to treat the classical form of Plato's 
metaphysics as admittedly superseded. To refer to it he merely 
appeals to his own earlier, detailed criticism — not to the first 
book, but to his exoteric writings, which, as they are widely 
known, he need not here repeat.^ In this reference we recognize 
the dialogue On Philosophy, which was not mentioned m the 
criticism in the first book, and presumably did not come into 
existence until shortly thereafter. Since then a long time had 
elapsed, thirteen years or more. In accordance with the new 
situation Aristotle no longer gives first place to the criticism of 
the Ideas, which, during the period immediately after Plato's 
death, had no doubt still found many supporters. The altered 
situation is the real reason why, in the new version, he entirely 
deletes the criticism of Plato in the first book, which had been 
the burning question of his earliest metaphysics. With the 
necessary alterations, which are again caused wholly by the new 
external and internal situation, ^ he incorporates it into his new 
work against the mathematical philosophy of Speusippus and 
Xenocrates ; as the forerunners of this doctrine the Ideas still 
possessed some historical interest. His earher companions are 
now sharply attacked; their theory of numbers is declared a 
hallucination. 

Everything points to the time when the Peripatetic school 
was hostile to the Platonic. We may begin by running over the 
structure of the book. 

A. Introduction, M i, 1076^8-32. 

B. Part One. The objects of mathematics (purely as such), 

1076*32-1078^9 

I. They cannot he in sensible things, 1076*33-^ ii, 

* 1076a 26-3 1 [W. D. Ross’s translation is scarcely consistent with Professor 
Jaeger’s interpretation. TrJ * See above, p. 171. 
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2. nor separate from them, 1076^12-1077^11. 

3. The manner of their existence is peculiar (they are 

sensible things qua quantitative), 1077^12-1078^9. 

C. Part Two. Ideas (purely as such, without reference to 
numbers), 1078^ 9-1080^ ii. 

1. Historical analysis of the origin of the theory, 1078^ 12-32. 

2. Dialectical refutation, 1078^32-1079^11. 

3. Refutation hy means of physical considerations, 1079^ 12- 

1080^11. 

D. Part Three. Numbers as separable substances, 1080^12- 
1085 *>34. 

1. Derivation of allpossible forms ofthetheory, io8o®i2-’’36. 
{a) Three forms are conceivable, 1080® 18-'’ 5. 

(i) Numbers are inassociable. 

(ii) They are associable. 

(hi) Some are associable and others not. 

{b) Each form has fotmd supporters (except i), 1080’’ 6- 

36- 

(i) Ideal number and mathematical number — Plato. 
(11) Mathematical number only — Speusippus. 

(iii) Ideal and mathematical number are the same — 

Xenocrates ('another thinker'). 

2. Refutation of these forms, 1080'’ 37-1085 ** 34. 

(а) Refutation of Plato, 1080’’ 37-1083® 17, 

(i) if aU units are associable, 1081* 5-17. 

(ii) if they are aU inassociable, 1081® 17-*’ 35- 

(hi) if those in different numbers are differentiated, 
but those in the same number undifferentiated, 
1081'’ 35-1082*’ I. 

(iv) There is no possibility whatever of differentiat- 

ing units and hence none of making them 
Ideas, 1082** 2-1083® 17. 

(б) Refutation of the other number-metaphysicians, 
1083® 20-1085** 34. 

(i) Distinction of three possible forms, 1083* 27-'’ 18. 
(a) Speusippus, 1083*27-*’ I. 

(P) Xenocrates (‘the third version’), 1083*’ 1-8. 
(y) The P3rthagoreans, 1083** 8-18. 

(ii) Refutation of these doctrines, 1083** 19-1085*’ 34. 
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E. Conclusion, 1085*’ 35-1086* 20. 

1. The disagreement between these thinkers makes their 

doctrines suspicious. 

2. The modern representatives of the doctrine have not im- 

proved on Plato. 

3. Their failure is due to the falsity of their first principles. 
This train of thought shows a strictness of construction that 

we do not often find in Aristotle. His lecture-notes are usually 
too liable to continual alteration for any polish of form to appear, 
but this book is arranged on one plan throughout, and has 
obviously been carefully elaborated It is a whole with begin- 
ning, middle, and end. Its originality lies not so much in the 
details as in the totality. Aristotle wishes to unify into one last 
great critical survey aU his reflections on Ideas and numbers, 
that is, on the problem of supersensible reality. He conceives 
the plan, t3^ical of his logical genius, of systematically develop- 
ing and refuting, not merely the doctrines actually reigning in 
the Academy, but all possible forms of the Academic ‘fiction’ 
whatever. Into this framework he fits those versions of the 
theory which had found historical representatives, reducing 
tlipm to a few fundamental presuppositions which he shows to 
be false. The introduction, and more especially the conclusion, 
are carefully polished ; towards the end the sober language takes 
on an almost oratorical tinge The end, of course, is not the end 
of the book, but M 9, 1086* 20. The succeeding words are the 
beginning of a new discussion ; this had already been noticed in 
ancient times, and, following Schwegler, I have demonstrated it 
in detail.^ It is especially clear from the sentences just preceding 
the break (M 9, 1086* 15-20) ; they are wholly in the manner of 
an epilogue. Aristotle loves to conclude a lecture with a line of 
poetry ; as in A, or in the lecture on Friendship which was later 
incorporated into the Nicomachean Ethics (Books VIII and IX), 
so here he finishes with a quotation from Epicharmus ; and just 
as he takes leave of his audience at the end of the Sophistical 
Refutations, or completes a lecture on the ideal state by referrmg 
those listeners who are stiU unconvinced to another occasion,^ 
so here he has a parting word for his hearers, who included 
apparently students of the opposite persuasion, not yet shaken 
• Ent. Metaph. Anst , pp. 41 ft * Pol VII 1, 1323b 36. 
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in their faith. ' He who is ahready convinced might be further 
convinced by a longer discussion. But one still not convinced * — 
the train of thought breaks off. 

Original as this lecture is in its method, it is not so in the 
material that it uses. Aristotle appears to have worked into it 
every note that he had previously made about the problem. It 
is not probable that nothing but the criticism of the Ideas in 
chapters four and five was borrowed from the earlier version of 
the Metaphysics, The whole book is a rapid sketch ; everjrwhere 
it bears the marks of different styles. It is significant that per- 
fect smoothness appears only in the introduction, the conclusion, 
the detailed programme, and the transitions — in a word, in aU 
the passages written specially for the present formulation and 
necessarily late in origin. The style of the criticism of the Ideas, 
which comes from the older sketch, is wholly distinct from that 
of the framework, and this alone would betray its disparate 
character. 

It is also quite inconceivable that the long rows of counter- 
arguments, monotonously linked together with 'again' (D 2(6) 
(ii)), which I have not tried to systematize in the above analysis, 
were ever worked over for the purposes of the present composi- 
tion. They seem to have been adopted without alteration from 
an earlier work. 

Clear proof that such was the origin of the book is afforded by 
the passage attached to it at the end (M 9, 1086® 21, to the end 
of M 10). Some of the ancient commentators wanted to include 
this in the following book, thinking that it was a preface, as 
indeed it is.* Its connexion with Book N would have been 
very superficial, however; the editors responsible for our 
manuscript tradition displayed more insight. They recognized 
that there is no direct transition. They therefore followed 
the procedure which they have adopted in other similar cir- 
cumstances, and inserted this preface, which had been handed 
down by itself, as a loosely connected addition to M. They 
thereby expressed their belief that it is closely related to the 
book to which they attached it. What the relation is becomes 
clear when we compare this preface with that at the beginning 
of M 

* Synan In Ar. Metaph , p. 160 , 1. 6 , in Kroll. 
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Preface, M i, 1076^8. Preface, M 9, 1086^21 

We have stated what is the suh- Regarding the first principles 

stance of sensible things, dealing in and the first causes and elements, 
the treatise on physics with matter, the views expressed by those who dis- 
and later with the substance which cuss only sensible substance have 
has actual existence Now since been partly stated in our works on 
our inquiry is whether there is or is physics, and partly do not belong 
not besides the sensible substances to the present inquiry. But the 
any which is immovable and eternal, views of those who assert that there 
and, if there is, what it is, we must are other substances besides the sen- 
first consider what is said by sible must be considered next after 
others . . . those we have been mentionmg 

Two opinions are held on this Since, then, some say that the 
subject, it IS said that the objects Ideas and the numbers are such 
of mathematics — ^1 e. numbers and substances, and that the elements 
hues and the like — are substances, of these are elements and principles 
and agam that the Ideas are sub- of real thmgs, we must inquire re- 
stances. And since (i) some recog- garding these what they say and in 
nize these as two different classes — what particular form they say it 
the Ideas and the mathematical Those who posit numbers only, 
numbers, and (2) some recognize and these mathematical, must be 
both as having one nature, while considered later', but as regards 
(3) others say that the mathematical those who believe in the Ideas one 
substances are the only substances, might survey at the same time 
we must consider first the objects of their mode of thinking and the 
mathematics, not qualifying them difficulty into which they fall, 
by any other characteristic — ^not 
asking, for instance, whether they 
are Ideas or not. . . . Then after 
this we must separately consider the 
Ideas themselves in a general way, 
and only as far as the accepted 
mode of treatment demands. 

The subject-matter envisaged by the preface in M 9 is 
precisely what has already been discussed in the previous part 
of the book. The reference to numbers as 'principles' and 
‘ elements ' is a piece of Academic terminology that Aristotle can 
be shown to have used from the Protrepticus on. We are not to 
suppose that in M 1-9 he has treated numbers as independent 
substances, and is now going on to consider their character as 
principles and elements of aU being. ^ The sequel shows clearly 

* Ancient commentators explained the difference between the two discus- 
sions as bemg that in M 1—9, 1086a 20, Anstotle treats of the Platonic sub- 
stances (oOfflai) as separate essences, while from M 9, 1086a 21, to the end of N, 
he treats of these same essences as prmciples and elements of reality ; but the 
second treatment is in no way and at no point based on the first, and does not 
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that in M 9 he means, exactly as he did in M i, the separate 
existence (xcopicrn6s) of the Ideas, of numbers, and of the other 
mathematical quantities such as points, lines, planes, and solids. 
With this in mind, let us read the following words ( M 9, 1086 ® 26) : 

‘ Since, then, some say that the Ideas and the numbers are such 
substances, and that the elements of these axe elements and 
principles of real things, we must inquire regarding these per- 
sons, first, what they say and, secondly, in what particular form 
they say it.’ That is exactly the content of Book M. Aristotle 
could not possibly have spoken so if M had preceded ; he could 
not possibly have begun to discuss Ideas and numbers afresh, as 
if he had so far said nothing about them. Moreover, he speaks in 
M 9 of the ‘mode’ and of the ‘ difficulty’ of Plato’s doctrine, two 
thmgs which he wishes us to keep separate. This distinction 
rests on the same method of critical inquiry into the views of 
other philosophers as that employed in M 1-9. First the 
doctrine itself is stated; then follows a criticism in which its 
difficulties are developed. The correspondence extends even to 
the verbal details. For example, each preface starts by appeal- 
ing to the Physics for the theory of sensible substances Each 
has the expression, we must begin by 'considering’ the kinds of 
supersensible essence that are 'asserted’ by 'other’ thinkers. 
Thus both the content and the language clearly show that we 
have here two parallel versions of the preface to a critical dis- 
cussion of Academic metaphysics. 

Now what is the relation of these two versions to each other in 
time ? At first we are tempted to suppose that N 1 9 is simply a 
verbal variant that Aristotle afterwards rejected. 

The possibility of a merely stylistic difference is, however, 
excluded by the fact that, in spite of aU their correspondences, 
the two prefaces diverge in one decisive respect, the arrange- 
ment which they propose to give to the subject-matter of the 
work. In M 9 we read: ‘Those philosophers who hypostasize 
numbers, and these the mathematical numbers, must be con- 

recognize its existence at all. It really handles both questions together, and 
criticizes Plato's supersensible essences both as separate substances and as 
'elements and principles of real things'. As we shall see m the course of our 
inquiry, it agrees with the history of Aristotle's metaphysical views that the 
emphasis here lies more on the signidcance of these essences as elements of 
reality than on their substantiality. 
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sidered later. But as regards those who believe in the Ideas we 
can survey at the same time their mode of thinking and the 
difficulty into which they faU/^ The preface in M i is far more 
careful in the arrangement of the same matter. Aristotle there 
enumerates not merely Ideas and numbers, but also their sub- 
divisions, and before both of them he places mathematical 
magnitudes as such ; thus the introduction displays the same 
gradual and cautious method as we have seen to permeate the 
book as a whole. In the preface in M 9, on the other hand, the 
inquiry is in a somewhat more inchoate stage, and what is lack- 
ing is precisely this distinctive detail in the differentiation of the 
problem. 

We have here, therefore, not a merely verbal variant, but the 
introduction to an earlier criticism of Academic number-meta- 
physics, in which the subj ect was treated according to a distinctly 
less developed method.^ As already suggested, there are pre- 
sumably other portions of this older writing also embedded as 
raw material in the new construction, the present Book M, but 
we are no longer able to separate them 

In order to determme the date of the earlier version we must 
make a detour, which will involve the interpretation of an 
obscure passage that has not yet been rightly understood. Here 
again the opportunity which the passage offers for exact dating 
has been overlooked as completely as in the decisive portions of 
Books A and B 

In M 10, 1086^ 14, Aristotle begins his refutation of the Idea- 
theory with a difficulty which he had formulated in B 6, 1003“ 6. 

' Let us now mention a point which presents a certain difficulty both to 
those who believe m the Ideas and to those who do not, and which was 
stated before, at the beginning, among the problems, (i) If we do not suppose 
substances to be separate, and m the way in which particular things are 
said to be separate, we shall destroy substance, as may be admitted for 
the sake of argument ; (2) but if we conceive substances to be separable, 
how are we to conceive their elements and their prmciples ? 

^ M g, 1086a 29 

* In my Ent Metaph. Arist , pp 42 1 recognize that the passage from 

M 9, 1086a 21^ to the end of the book is a subsequent addition, which the editors 
attached to the complete discussion M 1-9, 10 8 6a 20. Strangely enough, how- 
ever, I failed to see that M i and M 9, 1086a 21 ff , undoubtedly form a doublet, 
the two parts of which must have arisen at widely separated times. This dis- 
covery alters my whole treatment of Books M and N, as the following pages 
will "show. 
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' (A) If they are individual and not universal, real things will be just of 
the same number as the elements, and the elements wiU not be knowable. . . 
(B) But if the prmciples are universal, [either the substances composed 
of them are also universal, or] non-substance will be prior to substance , 
for the universal is not a substance, but the element or principle is 
universal, and the element or principle is prior to the things of which it is 
the principle or element/ 

Immediately before this passage Aristotle has explained the 
difficulties involved in the Idea-theory by means of its origin 
(1086^35-^ 14) . The main difficulty arises from the fact that the 
Ideas are regarded both as universal (kcxOoAou), and at the same 
time as existing independently and hence to a certain extent as 
a new kind of particular (tc5v Kot0* EKacrrov). The cause of this 
peculiar duality in their nature was the fact that Plato had 
asserted the unreality of phenomenal things, because he had 
been led by Heraclitus to the view that aU perceptible things, all 
sensible particulars, are in continual flux and have no permanent 
existence. On the other hand, the ethical inquiries of Socrates 
had indirectly given rise to the new and important discovery 
that science is of the universal only, though he himself had not 
abstracted conceptions from real objects nor declared them 
separate. Plato then went further — according to Aristotle's 
retrospective account — and hypostasized universal conceptions 
as true being (ouaia). 

Then follows the important passage. Aristotle here develops 
the question whether the principles are universal or in some 
sense particular. This is difficult both for the supporters of the 
Ideas and for their opponents. He tries to show that either 
answer seems necessarily to lead to absurdities. If the principles 
are particular they are unknowable, since only the universal is 
knowable. If, on the other hand, they are universal, not-sub- 
stance would be prior to substance, and we should have to de- 
rive substance, whose principles they are, from the universal; 
which IS impossible, since the universal is never a substance. 
These are the logical consequences, Aristotle continues, of de- 
riving the Ideas from elements, and of assuming alongside things 
of one kind a transcendental unity like the Ideas. This summary 
would by itself suffice to show that what he has in mind is really 
the theory of Ideas, and not specially its opponents, in spite of 
his introductory words , only, he needs them both in order to 
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formulate his question as a dilemma. He regards the dilemma, 
whether the elements and principles are particular or universal, 
as a part of a more general one, namely the following If we do 
not assume that substances (tgcs ouaiocs) exist separately as 
we say that particulars do, we destroy substance (ttiv ouoico;) ; 
if, on the other hand, we assume that they do exist separately 
and independently, we have the above-described difficulty 
whether their principles are particular or universal. 

The first part of the more general dilemma seems to contain a 
tautology ; but it only seems to. The plural ' substances ' and the 
singular ‘ substance ' evidently indicate some difference of mean- 
ing. The ' substances ' to which Aristotle is here referring cannot 
be those 'recognized by every one', namely sensible things ; for 
then it would have been meaningless to add ' and in the way in 
which particular things are said to be separate'. On the con- 
trary, the particular mode of existence that sensible things ex- 
hibit serves here simply as an analogy to illuminate the manner 
of the independent existence of the 'substances'. Now this is 
precisely Aristotle's usual way of describing Plato's Ideas in 
their character as real essences ; hence it cannot be doubted — 
this is also the view of Bonitz — ^that behind these 'substances' 
lie the Ideas, or some supersensible reality corresponding thereto. 
If we refuse to follow Plato and his school in assuming per- 
manent realities, we destroy aU 'substance' (Aristotle allows this 
for once) ; if, on the other hand, we assume any independent and 
separate being, we are faced with the above-mentioned difficult 
consequences about the derivation of its principles. 

So far we have not considered the words ' as may be admitted 
for the sake of argument'. This is Bonitz' translation of cbj 
PouX6^E0oc A^eiv, and others have followed him, as they 
usually do in difficult circumstances.^ He bases this rendering 
on the correct view that in the first alternative Aristotle is 
granting something that he does not really believe. Aristotle's 
dilemmas always take this form, and we need have no uneasiness 
about the thought. Nevertheless, his translation is impossible. 
The idea 'as we will admit for once' cannot be expressed in 
Greek by cos pouA6|je6a Aiyeiv. Pseudo-Alexander is another 

* AristoteUs* Metaphystk uhersetzi von Hermann Bomtz (edited from his 
remains by Eduard Wellmann, Berlin, 1890), p. 298. 
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person who obviously did not understand these three words. 
His foolish and hasty paraphrase oTTEp ou povAousSa ('which 
we do not admit') is simply a sign of complete helplessness. It 
gives almost the opposite of the real sense, and the suggestion 
that it is actually the better reading was properly rejected by 
Bonitz 

The commentators have failed to observe that cos PouAojjieQa 
is a frequent idiom. In A 9, 990^ 17, we read : ' And in general the 
arguments for the Forms destroy the things whose existence we 
[Platonists] think more important (lioAAov pouAoneSa) than 
that of the Ideas themselves namely the principles of the Ideas. 
The manuscript reads poOAovTai and inserts 01 A^yovTES 
£i2r| (‘those who believe in the Ideas think' instead of 'we 
think '), the latter being adopted by the Byzantine mixed version 
E. This change was suggested by the parallel passage in M 4, 
1079^ 14, where it is guaranteed by the train of thought. In our 
passage, however, the context supports precisely the first person 
plural. The main reason for Bonitz's misinterpretation of 
poOAeorQai was the addition in this passage of the infinitive 
Aeyeiv, which seems to be otiose on this rendering If it had 
been simply cbg pouA 6 |jiE 0 a or ws A^oiiev he would scarcely 
have misunderstood. Yet this very combination, poOAEciOai 
AEysiv, is not unusual as an expression for that which a phtlo- 
sopher ' understands ’ ly his conceptions. Thus m Plato's Laws, 
X. 892 C, we have, 'by "nature" the physicists understand 
coming-to-be in reference to the elementary principles where 
'understand' is poOAovTai Asyeiv. 

Strangely enough, this usage has been frequently mistaken in 
Aristotle. In Metaph. N 2, 1089® 19, he speaks of the meaning of 
non-being in Plato's Sophist: ‘He means by (PouAeTOi A^ysiv) 
the non-being ... the false and the character of falsity.' Bonitz 
writes A^ei in accordance with Pseudo-Alexander's interpreta- 
tion, and Christ follows him. A^yaiv should be restored, as 
being the only accredited reading; A^yei is a bad conjecture of 
Pseudo-Alexander's, who erroneously takes it with Kai tocuttiv 
TT|v q)\>aiv. Exactly the same interpretation applies to N 4, 
1 091 * 30. 'A difficulty, and a reproach to any one who finds it no 
difficulty, are contained in the question how the elements and 
the principles are related to the good and the beautiful; the 
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dif&culty is this, whether any of the elements is such a thing as 
we mean by (pouXoiisOa Xeyeiv) the good itself and the best, 
or this is not so, but these are later in origin than the elements/ 
Here again Christ suspected X^eiv of being a spurious addition, 
because he did not understand the idiom. 

Let us now apply this knowledge to the passage with which 
we started, 1086^ 18-19. The true translation must be: Hf we 
do not suppose substances to be separate, and in the way in 
which particular things are said to be separate [as Aristotle him- 
self does], we shall destroy substance in the sense in which we 
Platonists understand it,* Only when we see this are we in a 
position fully to comprehend the singular 'substance' (rfiv 
oOciocv), which is significant for Plato's terminology. In the 
first horn of the dilemma Aristotle shows the dif&culties into 
which he, as a Platonist, falls owing to his rejection of the Ideas 
and their 'separateness'; the second gives the dif&culties in- 
volved in the theory of 'separateness'. So long as we do not 
realize that in the first horn the opponents of 'separateness' are 
judged according to Plato's notion of substance, we do not in 
the least understand the point of the dilemma. It now becomes 
clear that the opponents of the Ideas here are not the spokes- 
men of materialism or of common sense — ^how could Aristotle 
ever refute them with a conception of substance which they 
must inevitably reject as begging the question from the start? 
The dilemma is logically vahd only for those who stand on 
Platonic ground. The truth is that Aristotle here distinguishes 
two sorts of Platonist, those who maintain the Ideas and those 
who do not. Both are involved in contradictions, because both 
presuppose Plato's conception of substance. The conclusion is 
obvious: the contradictions can be resolved only by a new notion 
of substance. Aristotle is thinking of the idea that the real is the 
universal in the particular. He cannot, however, express it here 
(the problematic form of the passage entirely forbids it) ; he can 
only hint that merely to abandon the Ideas is not enough ; this 
inroad on Plato's first principles carries with it the obligation to 
reconstruct completely the whole view of being on which the 
doctrine of 'separateness' rests. 

This answers the question of the date of the preface M 9-10. 
Like the first two books, it is a part of the original Metaphysics, 
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and written at the same time, namely during the critical period 
in Assos, when Aristotle was attacking the theory of Ideas as a 
Platonist among Platonists. Hence it is not surprising that there 
are still closer relations between these two books and this newly- 
recovered fragment. The central books of the Metaphysics, 
ZH 0 , strangely enough, contain absolutely no quotations from 
the first two, not even from the problems in the second. Al- 
together different is this new portion of the matter that origin- 
ally followed A and B In spite of its shortness, M 9-10 contains 
more references to A and B than all of Z-A put together.^ The 
next question is, do we possess only the preface of this part of 
the original Metaphysics, or are there some traces of the body of 
it ^ This leads us to the examination of Book N. May there not 
be a true idea at the bottom of the view of those ancient critics 
who separated M 9-10 from M 1-9, and regarded it as an intro- 
duction to the following book^ We showed above that a 
perfectly smooth transition is not to be found; hence the 
question cannot be answered mechanically by means of the 
conventional device of redividing the books. Nevertheless, 
these dissenters from the traditional division may have based 
their experiment on a kernel of correct observation, even if 
their means of explaining it were violent and wrong. And this 
is actually so. Just as M 9-10 contains the old preface that 
was replaced by M i, so in Book N a lucky chance has thrown 
into the hands of the editors of Aristotle's remains the very 
portion of the original Metaphysics which he meant to replace, 
m his last version, with the much improved and perfected 
discussion of M 1-9. 

Here again we may take as an external criterion the signpost 
that has guided us correctly before. As in A and B, we find in N 
an allusion to the fact that Aristotle, when he was outlining 
these lectures, felt himself still a member of the Academy. The 
passage in question, which has not yet been noticed in this con- 
nexion, comes in the criticism of Speusippus (N 4, 1091*" 30-33). 
' A diificulty, and a reproach to any one who finds it no difficulty, 
are contained in the question how the elements and the prin- 
ciples are related to the good and the beautiful ; the difficulty is 

* 1086a 34 cites B 6, 1003a 6, 1086b 2 refers to A 6 , 987b i ; 1086b 15 to B 4, 
999b 24, and to B 6, 1003a 6. 
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this, whether any of the elements is such a thing as we mean by 
the good itself and the best, or this is not so, but these are later in 
origin than the elements/ The idiom has already been explained. 
It only remains, therefore, to draw from this passage the same 
conclusion about the date of Book N as we did about M 9 and 10. 
Not only is the expression that of a Platonist, but the whole 
attitude also corresponds exactly to the ticklish situation in 
Assos. We Platonists, says Aristotle, put at the head of philo- 
sophy and at the beginning of the world the Good in itself (ocuro 
TO c5cyoc66v) or the Highest Good (to fipiorov). Speusippus, on 
the other hand, supposes an evolution of the Good and Perfect, 
which forces its way into reality only at the end of a gradual 
process of becoming (uorepoysvis) ^ In this fundamental 
problem of Weltanschauung Aristotle feels himself the more 
genuine Platonist, because he puts at the beginning, not indeed 
Plato's Good in itself, but the ens perfectissimum, making it the 
principle and starting-point of all movement. He thereby pre- 
serves the essential nerve of Plato's thought, whereas Speusippus 
entirely reverses it/ Surely we detect a note of self-justification 
in these words. 

If this book was really written in Assos, like A, B, and M 9-10, 
we should not expect it to attack Xenocrates, who had accom- 
panied Aristotle thither, in the same unsparing manner as 
happened later in M 1-9, after the final breach with the Academy. 
It is true that there too Aristotle’s main adversary is Speusippus, 
but it is Xenocrates who receives the roughest treatment ; with 
the minimum of flattery, his hybrid compromise is said to be the 
worst of the three versions. That was written in the Lyceum, 
when Xenocrates had assumed the headship of the Academy, and 
his opinions werebeginning to exert a wider influence. On the other 
hand, the earlier version of the preface mentions, besides the 
theory of Ideas, only that of Speusippus ; and, correspondingly, 
the discussion in Book N refers to the view of Xenocrates only 

^ Speusippus, frgs 34a fE and 350 (Lang). 

2 The dialogue On Philosophy also represents the permanent essence of 
Platomsm as consistmg in the view that the Good (otyct 96 v, fipicrrov) is the 
govemmg pnnciple of the world (see above, p. 134) . This central doctrine there 
earns Plato a place besides Zarathustra. It formed the pomt of departure for 
Aristotle's new 'theology', which attempted to preserve the Good as a sub- 
stance by anchonng its transcendental reality in the teleological structure of 
nature. 
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once, and then briefly and considerately ^ This very natural 
deference to the view of his fellow-worker in Assos is a welcome 
confirmation of our dating. 

Inspection shows that Book N as a whole really is the dis- 
cussion announced in the earlier preface. In M 9, 1086^29, we 
read* 'Those who posit numbers only, and these mathematical 
[i e. Speusippus], must be considered later'; first we shall ex- 
amine the theory of Ideas. The latter is undertaken immediately, 
and is completed by the end of M 10. It must be what is referred 
to in the first words of the next book ('regarding this kind of 
substance, what we have said must be taken as sufficient'), 
which then goes on to speak only of the mathematical essences 
and their derivation. We have to admit, however, that the dis- 
cussion of the Ideas in M 9-10 is somewhat brief, even consider- 
mg that in the earliest version of the Metaphysics the real 
criticism of the theory had already been given in the first book. 
We seem also to need a connecting passage ; the above-quoted 
opening words of the last book give the impression of being a 
merely external transition, inserted by an editor for want of 
anything better. Hence it is probable that in this oldest version 
of the criticism as well as in the later ones Aristotle took account 
not merely of the Ideas and of Speusippus' mathematical sub- 
stances, but also of the intermediate stage, namely Plato's later 
doctrine of Ideal numbers. This might very well have stood in 
the gap ; and would then, presumably, have been incorporated 
mto Book M when the Metaphysics was reconstructed. However 
that may be, it is impossible to doubt that N belongs with the 
older preface, since it contains the detailed refutation of Speu- 
sippus which was there announced. As in the preface the 
emphasis lies on the significance of the Ideas and numbers as 
elements and principles (oroixeioc kcxI otpx°ti) of reality, so the 
same point of view determines the exposition throughout 
Book N ^ 

' N 3, logob 28 , whereas M 8, 1083b 2, reads 'it is evident from this that the 
third version [that of Xenocrates] is the worst'. 

* See above, pp 1 82-1 83. This book showsthat by the elements and principles 
of reality Aristotle understood the doctrine of the Great and Small, or Indefinite 
Dyad, and the One, from which Plato denved the Ideas. This later form of 
Plato's speculation was upheld also by Speusippus and other Academics, in 
many versions, the niceties of which we need not here consider. It makes it 
certain that to Aristotle m his early days metaphysics was a science of the 
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This is connected historically with the importance which the 
question about the elements and principles of the Ideal numbers 
had for Plato’s later thought. It also agrees with the nature of 
the two opening books, where first philosophy is always defined 
as the theory of the highest principles and causes of being. It 
may be stated here, although the inevitabihty of the assertion 
will not be clear until we have analysed the later passages, that 
the view of metaphysics as a study of first principles, an aetiology 
of the real — a view which is connected with Plato’s latest phase 
— is a sign of the earliest version of the Metaphysics, whereas 
the later formulation always devotes more attention to the 
problem of substance as such. Even in the doctrine of 
supersensible reality (M 1-9) we can clearly detect the aspect 
of principles yielding place in the later version to that of 
substance itself. 

It is obvious that in the original Metaphysics the attack was 
directed mainly against Speusippus. At that time he was the 
leader of the Athenian school, and Aristotle threw his whole 
weight against the false direction in which he was seekmg salva- 
tion. Speusippus was fully convinced of the necessity of recon- 
structing Plato’s philosophy, but he took his start, according to 
Aristotle, from the one point in which the Idea-theory was not 
capable of fruitful development. He abandoned the notion of 
form and the relation to the sensible world ; he retained the un- 
tenable 'separation’ of the universal, merely replacing Plato’s 
Ideal numbers with the objects of mathematics themselves as 
the fundamental reality. Aristotle makes the same criticism of 
'modern thinkers’ (i.e. Speusippus) in the first book, when he 
says that they have substituted mathematics for philosophy 
and whereas in the later criticism of M the tone is cool and con- 

elements and pnnciples of reality Since he later viewed it anything but this, 
at least in so far as it is an account of substance, he can have retained the 
traditional definition of it only so long as it was for him exclusively theology. 
The latter study, though not indeed a doctrine of elements, is one of pnnciples. 
In fact, the descnption ‘about elements* fits nothing whatever but a mathe- 
matical metaphysics such as, according to Anstotle, Plato put forward in his 
final lecture on the Good (Aristoxenus, El. Harm II init ) Thus, whereas 
Book N, in thoroughly Platonic fashion, exanunes both the reahty of the super- 
sensible and also its elements and pnnciples, later on, in Book M, Anstotle con- 
fined himself to an inquiry into the reahty of the supersensible substances 
mamtamed by Plato and his school 

* A 9, 992a 32 
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descending, in the oldest version it is frequently emotional or, as 
in the dialogue On Philosophy, bitingly sharp ; as when he ex- 
claims about Plato’s doctrine of the Great and Small ‘the 
elements — ^the great and the small — seem to cry out against the 
violence that is done to them ; for they cannot in any way 
generate numbers’.* 

* N 3, 1091a 9 
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CHAPTER VIII 

THE GROWTH OF THE METAPHYSICS 

T he prevailing view that the Metaphysics is a late work has 
been rendered untenable by our discovery that it contains 
large portions of an earlier version belonging to the first half of 
the forties. The doctrme that we must now hold — and it is reaUy 
obvious in itself — is that even during the years immediately 
before and after Plato's death metaphysics was the true centre 
of Aristotle's critical activity. On the other hand — and this is a 
no less important result — ^he returned to the matter again during 
his last period and undertook a reorganization that introduced 
fresh ideas into the old material, excising parts of it and reshaping 
others to fit their new surroundings. The traces of this last 
alteration enable us to guess the direction in which he wished to 
develop his philosophy. The individual peculiarities of the 
earlier and later portions cannot be clearly grasped, naturally, 
except through the knowledge of their - alternating harmony' 
within the final structure that includes them both 

Our analysis must start from that purified torso of the Meta- 
physics which we have obtained by examining the history of its 
origin, and the inner relationships of which, as Aristotle meant 
them to be, we have rendered more visible through removing the 
loose pages appended by the editors. This is the compact body 
of books down to I, excluding a and A; Bonitz himself dis- 
entangled it correctly in the main.^ He also established the fact 
that the series is unfinished — ^in particular, the theology as we 
have it (A) is not the intended conclusion — and this statement 
needs to be emphatically asserted m view of recent attempts to 
throw doubt on the convincing arguments in its favour. Only in 
the account of the last two books does Bonitz require supple- 
menting ; he obviously took less interest in them, because his 
attention was directed mainly to the doctrine of substance. We 
have shown that Book M was meant to replace N in the later 
version ; it therefore belongs to the torso established by Bonitz. 

* See the introduction to his Komm&ntar zuv Metaphysik d. Ar., vol. u He, 
in turn, was following Brandis (cf. Ent. Metaph. Ansf., pp 3 ff ). 
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The metaphysics that Aristotle here offers us in sweeping strokes 
is the famous doctrine of substance in general, the philosophy of 
substantial forms, which served so many later centuries as the 
framework of their views of nature and being. To discover how 
this incomplete but mighty structure grew up we must start 
from its centre, that is from the doctrine of substance. 

In Book B, which develops the problems of 'the science that 
we are seeking', Aristotle is aware of the problem of substance 
only in the specialized form of the question whether the super- 
sensible world is real. After four introductory problems con- 
cerning the nature of the new science he places this question, 
like a 'far-beaming countenance', at the head of the eleven 
problems that carry us into the real arena of the discipline. Thus 
he emphasizes its fundamental importance by the position he 
assigns to it.^ Ever since Plato created the Ideas it had been 
absolutely the problem of philosophy. In formulating the task of 
metaphysics as he does, therefore, Aristotle starts directly from 
Plato's fundamental question. He expresses it, in fact, precisely 
as a Platonist would: the transcendental realities that we believe 
to exist in separation from sensible phenomena, such as the Ideas 
and the objects of mathematics — do they truly exist? And if 
not, can we posit, over and above sensible things, any other kind 
of supersensible reality? About the sensible world (atcrOriTfi 
ouaia) he says nothing whatever. The very first sentence goes 
straight to the central question, that of transcendence; the 
succeeding problems rise out of this root like trunk, boughs, and 
branches. A mere glance will show that they too originated 
without exception on Platonic territory What are the first 
principles^ Are they the genera, as Plato maintains, or, as 
natural science teaches, the elements of visible things ? If the 
former, are they the highest or the lowest genera ? What is the 
relation between the universal, which Plato regards as sub- 
stance (oOcria), and Being or Reality? Is the 'truly real' the 
most abstract of abstractions, or do we approach the real more 
nearly the more we descend from the heights of abstraction to 


* The four introductory problems are treated in Metaph B 2, 996a 18-9973 33, 
The problem of the supersensible follows in 997a 34 For the distinction 
between essential problems, and those which merely introduce and define the 
science of metaphysics, see Ent Metaph. A fist., p. 100. 
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concreteness, to particularity, to the individual? Is each of the 
first principles one in number, as an individual, or in kind, as a 
genus? Are the principles of perishable and of imperishable 
things the same ? Can we make being and unity the principle 
and origin of aU things, as Plato does, or are they mere abstrac- 
tions void of all real content ? Are Plato and his disciples right 
in making substances (ouafai) out of numbers, lines, points, 
planes, and solids ^ Since the abstract is not real or essential, 
but only something common to many things, what has led men 
to assume the existence of Ideas ? Are we to think of the first 
principles as mere matter and potency, after the fashion of 
natural science, or as something that from the very beginning 
works and is active ? (This was the question in dispute between 
Plato and Speusippus, in which, as we have already mentioned, 
Aristotle sided with Plato.) In fine, what Book B develops is 
simply and solely the problems of the Platonic doctrine, and in 
the earliest period of his Metaphysics Aristotle appears as the 
improver of that doctrine. The questions here raised lie without 
exception in the sphere of the supersensible. In their totality 
they make up a type of philosophy that not merely derives 
whoUy from Plato, but is Platonic in its very nature, in spite of 
the fact that it presupposes and is actuated by a sceptical 
attitude towards the Ideas. All the problems of ‘ the science that 
we are seeking* arise out of the crisis in Plato's doctrine, and 
consist in efforts to rehabilitate the assertion of supersensible 
reaUty. 

We naturally look for discussion of these problems in the main 
body of the work, which is contained, according to the prevail- 
ing view, in Books ZH 0. The four introductory problems, which 
determine the conception, subject-matter, and extent, of meta- 
physics, are dealt with in the books immediately succeeding the 
list (r and E). We should expect Aristotle to follow it further, 
which would bring him to the question of supersensible reality 
in Book Z. We should also expect to find, conformably to F and 
E, some explicit reference to the fact that we were now approach- 
ing the central problem of metaphysics. Instead, however, of 
the question about the existence of the supersensible. Book Z 
unexpectedly confronts us with the theory of substance in 
general. From this point onwards, throughout the next three 
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books, the list no longer has any significance at all. Not only 
does it cease to dictate the order of the exposition, but there is 
not even a single mention of it. This simultaneous disappear- 
ance both of the references to it and of the actual discussion of 
it is clear proof that either Aristotle abandoned in mid composi- 
tion the original plan as he had contemplated it in Book B — 
which, in a work that was one both in outline and in perfor- 
mance, would be strange to the point of inconceivability — or 
the books on substance (ZH©) are not the execution of the 
original plan at all, but something new and later which either 
replaced it or was inserted into it. 

That Book B really does belong to a distinctly earlier version 
than the books on substance can very easily be shown. As we 
demonstrated above (p 176), it was written at the same time as 
Book A, during the years immediately after Plato's death. Now 
the 'we', with which Aristotle here designates himself a 
Platonist, is no longer to be found when we come to his criticism 
of Plato's doctrine in Book Z.* On the other side, we recovered 
a large part of the oldest Metaphysics in M 9-10 and Book N, 
and the assertion, that originally Z did not belong to the 
Metaphysics as outlined in B, is convincingly demonstrated by 
the facts (i) that this part of the oldest version, which is also 
characterized by the use of 'we' in its polemic, concerns itself, 
as was to be expected, exclusively with the problems stated in 
B, that is, with th^ question about the reality of the super- 
sensible ; and (2) that as soon as we re-enter this field — the field 

* Namely Book Z, chapters 13 ff In this book Aristotle examines the ques- 
tion of the nature of substance on the broadest possible basis, starting from the 
distinction of four different meanings of the word, as matter, as Form, as 
universal, and as essence His object is to show that in the true conception of 
substance the three last meanings are united. In connexion with the question 
how far matter contributes to the reality of the Form and the essence, he 
develops his double conception of substance The same question leads on to the 
assertion of an immaterial and highest Form The inquiry whether the 
universal also possesses reality leads to an examination of the theory of Ideas 
(Z 13 ff ), which reproduces the essential notions of the refutation in the first 
book, though in another dress and from another point of view. The two 
refutations can hardly have appeared in one and the same course of lectures. 
Their relation to each other becomes intelligible if we suppose that Book Z was 
not originally mtended for insertion within the larger discussion in which we 
now find it, but was an isolated treatment of the question of substance. This 
whole work On Substance must be later than the oldest parts of the Metaphysics, 
since there is no 'we' in the criticism of the Ideas m Z 13 ff. 
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of metaphysics in the narrower sense — ^the references back to 
Book B begin again. ^ 

This result, that the books on substance had no place in the 
original plan, seems to undermine the fundamental notion of 
Aristotelian metaphysics. I must, therefore, take account of the 
objection that it is the essence of this type of speculation not to 
grasp the supersensible directly but to reveal it indirectly — to 
make it not the starting-point but the conclusion. Must not the 
theory of the being of the highest principle, which cannot be 
grasped by any experience, base itself on a theory of substance 
built up step by step with the help of the realities that can be 
experienced, and rising steadily from the known to the unknown ? 
And do not the inquiries about substance and actuahty (ZH0) 
expressly lead us to the threshold of the doctrine of supersensible 
being ? It is certainly true that this part of the Metaphysics is 
preparatory, and it is obvious that in his last version Aristotle 
intentionally gave it its present place. The theory of substance 
in general was now to form the doorway to that of the immaterial 
substance of the prime mover. We shall inquire later how the 
specific character of his metaphysics was insured prior to this 
definitive arrangement, but here it is essential to establish the 
fact that the present version was preceded by one in which this 
gradual development of the conception of being was not to be 
found. The sketch of the problems of metaphysics in B does not 
envisage the excursus into the general theory of substance and 
actuality in ZH©, and these books themselves reveal at every 
step that they cannot have been originally written for the syste- 
matic purpose to which they are devoted in the final scheme 
as we have it. 

In view of the importance of this point I will here establish it 
in stiU greater detail. It is true that Book Z begins by emphasiz- 
ing that the best method will be to start from the substances 
that are perceptible to sense. It is true that this is followed by a 
fine and justly famous digression on the nature of human appre- 
hension, and on the advisability of starting always from what is 
known ‘to us', namely that which is guaranteed by perception, 
in order to proceed to that which is knowable ‘by nature', 
namely the object of pure thought as such. But now this ex- 
* See above, p. 171, n. i. 
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planation of the reasons leading Aristotle to prefix to his 
account of the supersensible an examination of substance in 
general occurs in all manuscripts in the wrong position. Bonitz 
was the first to discover the displacement (though he drew no 
conclusions), and ever since his day our editions have given us 
this wandering passage at the point where it belongs. The error 
cannot be due to a confusion in a late manuscript, for it occurs 
in both classes of the tradition, and therefore appeared in all 
ancient manuscripts The only possible explanation is that it 
was an afterthought written on a loose sheet, and inserted into 
the wrong part of the text by the very first editor ^ There is a 
second reference to the merely preparatory nature of the inquiry 
about sensible reality, and this also is so loosely connected with 
the adjacent words that it seems to have been added subse- 
quently by Aristotle.^ 

One thing is certain. Books ZH do not discuss substance in 
the way in which one would expect from these passages. They 

* Metaph Z 3, 102^ 3-12. These words have got into the beginning of the 
discussion of essence, where they are quite meaningless They really contmue 
the words 'Some of the sensible substances are generally admitted to be 
substances, so that we must look first among these' (1029a 33), which also 
belong to the subsequent addition. Clearly the first words of the insertion were 
written between the hnes of the old manuscript, and hence occur m their 
proper place in our copies The rest, for which there was no room, was written 
on a separate sheet. Another example of an addition on a loose sheet is the 
passage ‘Regarding . . . mtelhgible', Z ii, 1036b 32-10373 5. 

2 Metaph Z ii, 1037a 10 ff , seems to me to be such an addition, intended to 
represent the work On Substance as a preliminary to the theory of supersensible 
substance, and to call attention to this function at an early stage of the discus- 
sion If it had been included from the beginning, Aristotle would surely, when 
speakmg of matter, have made some reference, however slight, to the matter 
which Plato postulated even in supersensible substance. Yet there is not a 
single syllable here about the Great-and-Small, although in the Metaphy$%cs it 
would necessarily interest him much more than matter in the physicists' sense, 
of which Z says so much. We can understand how, when inserting ZH 0 , he 
would add these words at the end of the first part of the inquiry; ‘Whether 
there is, apart from the matter of such substances, another kind of matter, and 
one should look for some substance other than these, e g. numbers or something 
of the sort, must be considered later. For it is for the sake of this that we are 
trying to determine the nature of perceptible substances as well, since in a 
sense the inquiry about perceptible substances is the work of physics, i.e. of 
second philosophy ' That these words are a later addition of Anstotle’s is also 
proved by the next sentence (1037a 17-20), which is a reference, inseparably 
connected with this passage, to the addition about definition which composes 
H 6 This addition and the reference to it were, like other alterations of the 
same kmd, introduced mto the scheme of the later Metaphysics on the occasion 
of the insertion of Books ZH 0 . 
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do not keep steadily in view their supposed purpose of leading 
up to the proof of the existence of supersensible reality. On the 
contrary, they give the impression of being written simply in 
order to refute Plato's conception of being, according to which 
the highest being is the highest universal, and in order to con- 
front this exaggerated immaterialism with a proof that matter 
and substratum have a positive significance for our conception 
of reality. We here find Aristotle's combination of logic and 
concreteness giving rise to a new conception of substance as 
form and entelechy, the question of the ' separableness ' of which, 
though decisive for the metaphysician, receives no particular 
attention. In fact, Plato's constant effort always to abstract 
from matter is here rejected as one-sided, and attention is called 
to the importance of matter for our notion of essence.^ In view 
of aU this it is not surprising that the means which Aristotle uses 
to develop his notion of form actually consist in an analysis of 
h&ooming, and that he brings out very clearly the fundamental 
significance of his notion for the proper comprehension of this 
physical conception.^ The way in which Book Z discusses the 
various meanings of 'substance' one after the other, and the 
result of the inquiry, prompt the suggestion that we have here 
an originally independent work on the problem of substance, the 
fundamental importance of this subject having already been 
shown by the criticism of the Ideas even in the earliest version of 
the Metaphysics (above, p. i88). It cannot be denied, of course, 
that even in the earhest period of Aristotle's physical speculation 
his new conception of substance, or rather of being, must be pre- 
supposed as such; but this conception took its origin just as 
much in physics and in logic^ as in metaphysics ; and it is per- 

* Metaph, Z ii, 1036b 22, 'And so to reduce aU things thus to Forms and to 
ehmmate the matter is useless labour, for some things surely are a particular 
form in a particular matter’ * Metaph Z 8, 1033a 24 ff 

3 The importance of the problem of substance for physics often comes out in 
the book, and metaphysics and 'analytics' are also very intimately concerned 
with it (for the latter see Z 12 and H 6) It belongs to physics because of its 
connexion with the theory of becoming and of change ; to metaphysics because 
of the conception of immaterial Form and because of the problem of 'separate- 
ness ’ ; and to ‘ analytics ’ because of ' essence ' and its relations with the theories 
of definition, of abstraction, and of the classification of conceptions as genera 
and species. We need only realize this manysidedness in order to understand 
why this work stood ' between ’ the above-mentioned disciplmes until Anstotle 
mcorporated it into the Metaphysics. 
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fectly possible that his earliest metaphysics (which, as we learn 
from the dialogue On Philosophy, was still pure theology), while 
it made clever use of the conceptions of entelechy and actuality 
in attacking the problem of God, nevertheless did not include 
any general discussion of substance, much less make it the 
central consideration. 

The conjecture that the discussion of substance did not 
originally stand in its present position can be further supported 
by a number of weighty external indications. i In the first place, 
there is no reference whatever to ZH0 in the older books. On 
the other hand, I refers to ZH, and describes them as 'the dis- 
cussions about substance' ; this by itself indicates their relative 
independence. Aristotle mentions them in the same way m 0 8, 
1049^27 ('it was said in the discussions about substance'). It 
appears from this that the two Books Z and H, which form a 
single whole — H begins with a recapitulation of Z, and offers a 
series of appendices thereto — are regarded both in 0 and in I as 
independent. What is still more important is that the introduc- 
tion of Z is often referred to as the beginning, as in Z 4, 1029^ i 
(' since at the start we distinguished the various marks by which 
we determine substance’). Usually the words 'at the start* 
mean the beginning of the whole course of lectures, namely 
Book A, as they do, for example in B and in M 9-10, passages 
which belong to the original Metaphysics. We have an example 
of ' at the start ’ used in a central book to refer to its own begin- 
ning in the discussion of friendship in the Nicomachean Ethics 
(VIII-IX), and there is no doubt that this was originally an in- 
dependent work. Z was also at one time the beginning of an 
independent work ; it was in fact the first of a whole series of 
lectures. This is shown by 0 i, 1045^31, where again 'in the 
first part of our work' means the beginning not of A or of 0 , 
but of Z. It follows that this series began with Z ; then came H ; 

* Since it is here important to assemble all the proofs, I may be allowed to 
recapitulate briefly the inferences that can be drawn from the reciprocal 
references in the books of the Metaphysics, although I have already emphasized 
them (Ewi Metaph .4^5^ , pp. 90 ff and 106). It is precisely with regard to the 
matter of chapter four of the first part of my earlier book, namely the con- 
nected and continuous portions of the Metaphysics, that I now beheve it 
possible to push the analysis far enough to obtain a complete understanding of 
the author's intention, whereas I have nothmg important to add to my previous 
remarks about the passages that are isolated and mdependent additions. 
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H was presumably followed by 0 , as now. Whether I also be- 
longed to the original series, or was added later when Aristotle 
removed ZH© from their isolation and inserted them into the 
Metaphysics, is difficult to decide. On the whole, it seems to 
have been added later. I 2, 1053^16, refers to Z, 13-17, thus: 
'if, then, no universal can be a substance, as has been said in our 
discussion of substance and being'. Here ZH are still thought of 
as independent, and it does not appear that they come at the 
beginning of a series to which I also belongs. On the contrary, 
another passage, m which I refers to B, makes against it- 'with 
regard to the substance and nature of the one we must ask in 
which of two ways it exists; this is the very question that we 
reviewed in our discussion of problems, viz what the one is' 
(1 2, 1053^9). This indicates that the original independent 
work consisted only of ZH 0 , that 1 was added when Aristotle 
was working on the final version of the Metaphysics That is 
why it regards B as the introduction. 

If we now consider the relation of Book Z to what precedes it, 
we find that this once more confirms our view that it was intro- 
duced into its present place after having been originally in- 
tended as a complete work in itself. As we have seen, Books f 
and E contain the discussion of the first four problems, concern- 
ing the nature of ' the science that we are seeking '. This discus- 
sion ends with E i. Then comes something new, viz. the theory 
of the various senses of 'being', and the theory of the most 
fundamental of these, namely essence (ounioc). In other words, 
this is the beginning of the main part of the Metaphysics Aris- 
totle starts by enumerating all the relevant meanings of 'being' 
in the widest sense of the word. 'Since the unqualified term 
"being " has several meanings, of which one was seen to be the 
accidental, and another the true ("non-being" being the false), 
while besides these there are the figures of predication (e.g. the 
"what", quality, quantity, place, tune, and any similar meanings 
which ' 'being' ' may have) , and again besides aU these there is that 
which "is" potentially or actually — since "being" has many 
meanings, we must first say regarding the accidental, that there 
can be no scientific treatment of it.'* He then discusses the 
accidental, and thereafter being in the sense of the truth or 
* M&taph, E 2, 1026a 33. 
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falsity of judgements. This short passage extends to the end of 
E. Z begins the examination of being in the fundamental sense, 
that is, of the categories, and especially of substance (oOcria), 
which is the mam object of the science concerned. 

Strangely enough, the new book opens with almost the 
identical words that have immediately preceded, and with the 
same enumeration of the senses of being. ‘There are several 
senses in which a thing may be said to “be'", as we pointed out 
previously [here we expect at the least a reference to the list 
that was given in E 2, but a surprise awaits us] in our book on 
the various senses of words ; for in one sense the “being"' meant 
is “what a thing is "" or a “this", and in another sense it means a 
quality or quantity or one of the other things that are predicated 
as these are.' 

Here it is perfectly clear that, if E 2 had preceded, either Aris- 
totle would have referred his readers to the full and detailed 
account of the meanings of ‘being’ there given, or he would not 
have enumerated these meanings at aU, because every one 
would have them in mind. If, on the other hand, Z was written 
independently of the other books of the Metaphysics as a discus- 
sion of substance we can at once understand why it would have 
to begin by briefly determining the relation of substance to the 
other possible meanings of ‘being', using the table of categories 
as its starting-point. For this purpose he referred to the lecture 
On the Various Senses of Words, which no doubt he often gave. 
This did not form part of the lectures on Metaphysics at that 
time, but was an independent inquiry. It is our so-called Book 
A, which received its present unnatural position not from Aris- 
totle but from his editors. When, during the later rewriting, the 
book on substance and the account of potentiality were intro- 
duced into the places that they now occupy, this brought about 
an alteration in the whole structure of the Metaphysics] to put 
it more correctly, Aristotle introduced them with the intention 
of changing the structure in a definite fashion. The pattern of 
the new plan was the method followed in the discussion of sub- 
stance (ZH), where the various senses of 'substance' (matter, 
form, universal, essence) provided the guiding thread by means 
of which Aristotle's conception of it was gradually built up, 
through its various historical and logical levels, before the 
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reader's eyes. In the second version of the Metaphysics he 
applied this method to the conception of * being' in its widest 
sense ; and 'substance' now became just one of a whole series of 
meanings of 'being' in this broad sense. To the theory of pure, 
immaterial form he prefixed that of form in general, as the true 
reality and substance ; in front of this again he put the doctrine 
of the various senses of 'being', from which he selects 'sub- 
stance' as the only one that affects metaphysics. The selection 
consists in starting with the senses that signify nothing existen- 
tial or independent, but only the accidental modifications of 
being or the attitudes of consciousness to being. In view of its 
merely preparatory nature this part is given very summarily 
(E 2-4). In the present version of the Metaphysics it forms the 
connexion between the earlier introduction (A-E i) and the new 
body (ZH 0 IM). Leading up to the main discussion, and sketch- 
ing the structure of what is to follow, it was naturally the last 
part to be inserted. Its introduction converted the list of the 
senses of 'being' into the outline of the whole composition. We 
must realize, however, that this composition is the final stage in 
a long process of development — ^incomplete and provisional, in- 
deed, even in this last version, but nevertheless bearing aU the 
marks of the determination to make a great synthesis. The 
additions, insertions, and excisions, which originated mostly in 
this final stage, evince a unitary aim that was perfectly foreign 
to the original version — the construction of a theory of the mani- 
fold senses of 'being', a sort of ontological phenomenology, 
within which the old Platonic doctrine of transcendent and im- 
material Form still remains as conclusion, but no longer holds 
the centre of interest. 

I may here introduce a paragraph on the last chapter of 
Book 0, which I have discussed in di,etail in a previous work.^ 
This passage deals with the two meanings of truth ; first, truth 
and falsity in the ordinary sense, when we call a judgement true 
or false according as it joins the predicate to the right subject or 
not ; and secondly the truth of metaphysical statements of being, 
which do not arise from discursive thinking and hence are never 
true or false as discursive judgements are. The truth of meta- 
physical statements expressing a being that is not an object of 
^ Ent. Metaph Arist , p. 49. 
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experience rests, according to Aristotle, on a special intVaftive 
form of apprehension, which resembles sense-perception 
than discursive thinking in that it is a sort of intellectual vision,' 
a pure 'contact and assertion'. This is the only remnant of 
Plato's contemplation of the Ideas that has survived in Aris- 
totle's metaphysics. Why he discusses it here is explained by 
himself in E 4 , where he shows that being in the common sense 
of the truth or falsity of a proposition is not part of the meta- 
physician's problem about being. Into this passage he inserted 
a later reference, which can be very simply recognized as such 
by the disturbance of the sentence-construction to which it has 
given rise ; there is also, he says, a second kind of truth, intuitive 
apprehension, on which aU general views of the universe depend, 
and this he is going to discuss later. The discussion is the final 
chapter of Book 0. I have shown in my earlier book, following 
Schwegler, that this chapter is a subsequent addition to Book 0, 
and that the reference to it in E 4 must have been inserted at the 
time when the chapter itself was attached. Aristotle introduces 
his account of intellectual intuition, and of the metaphysical 
sort of truth, at a fitting place, namely between the end of the 
doctrine of potentiality and the beginning of that of the reality 
of the supersensible, which was intended to follow immediately. 
This insertion, which must also have been made on the occasion 
of the introduction of ZH0, shows once again the attempt to 
arrange a gradual ascent up the scale of being to immaterial 
essence, and to make the whole work single in its aim, though 
constructed of such disparate materials. That was the spirit of 
Aristotle's final recension. 

By good fortune our discovery of two separate versions of the 
preface to the theory of the supersensible, the earlier in M 9 , and 
the later in M i, enables us to test our hypothesis that the Meta- 
physics originally did not contain the doctrine of material sensible 
form.^ If this supposition be correct, the later version must pre- 
suppose the books on substance, with their detailed analysis of 
sensible being and of immanent form (ivuXov sXlos ) ; whereas the 
earlier must proceed directly to the problem of transcendental 
being, as we should expect according to the early plan in Book B, 
and regard the world of sense (alofiqTf) oOaia) as in no respect an 

' See pp. 182 ff. above. 
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object of 'the science that we are seeking'. It is necessary to 
examine these parallel versions once more from this point of 
view, and I print them side by side again for this purpose. 

Later Version (M i) OngmaZFemow (Mg, 1086^21) 

We have stated what is the sub- Regardmgthefirstprinciples and 
stance of sensible things, dealing the first causes and elements, the 
in the treatise on physics with vie-ws expressed by those who dis- 
matter, and laUr with the substance cuss only sensible substance have 
which has actual e^stence Now been partly stated in our works 
since our inquiry is whether there on nature, and partly do not belong 
IS or IS not besides the sensible sub- to the presentinquiry ; but the views 
stances any which is immovable of those who assert that there are 
and eternal, and, if there is, what other substances besides the sensi- 
it is, we must first consider what is ble must be considered next after 
said by others. those we have been mentioning 

The original version, starting from the definition of meta- 
physics as the theory of the first principles and causes (which is 
usual in the oldest parts of the work), begins the doctrine of 
substance with Plato's division into sensible and supersensible. 
As in A and B, so here the discussion starts with the views of 
other thinkers. The materialistic teaching of the Presocratic 
philosophy of nature ('the views expressed by those who discuss 
only sensible substance') is partly referred to the Physics, and 
partly declared not to belong to the present inquiry. Here it is 
important to notice that Aristotle is not speaking of sensible 
substance itself, as he does in the later version. The view that 
sensible substance as such has any concern with metaphysics is 
still utterly foreign to him. Sensible reality belongs to physics ; 
'the views expressed by those who discuss only sensible sub- 
stance have been partly stated m our works on nature.' Further- 
more, these views ' do not belong to the present inquiry ' ; that is 
to say, they have already been criticized m Book A To suppose 
that Aristotle is referring here to Books ZH is impossible ; those 
books contain nothing whatever about the thinkers who admit 
no reality but what is perceptible to sense ; and besides, it is not to 
be supposed that Aristotle would have confined himself to such a 
negative mode of expression, if he had previously given a detailed 
account of this very sensible reality in ZH0. The underlying view 
of this version is rather the simple alternative : either there is only 
sensible reality, and then there is no metaphysics, and the first 
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science is physics ; or there is something supersensible, and then 
there is also a science of that, namely metaphysics. Hence 
Aristotle turns at once to the philosophers who maintained the 
reality of the supersensible ; that is to say, the school of Plato. 

Between this stage of his development, when the problem stiU 
appeared to him as a simple dualism, and that represented by 
the version in M i, comes the insertion of ZH 0 , which in large 
part opened metaphysics to sensible substance, and the expan- 
sion of this discipline into a science of the manifold senses of 
being. It is true that Aristotle stiU teUs us, obviously borrowing 
the language of the oldest version, that sensible substzince has 
already been discussed in the Physics , but he makes a qualifica- 
tion- ‘ dealing in the treatise on physics with matter, and Utter with 
the substance which has actual existence.' Whereas m the earher 
version physics includes all being that is perceptible by sense, it 
is here confined to the exammation of matter. This means that 
form and actual existence (f| koct’ evEp-ysiocv oOcria) are to be 
assigned mainly to the science under consideration, which is 
metaphysics Aristotle therefore removes the words ' and partly 
do not belong to the present inquiry’, and replaces them with a 
reference to the newly introduced discussions of ZH0, which 
concern precisely the 'actual existence’ of things perceptible by 
sense This backward reference corresponds to the forward one 
inserted in Z ii, 1037® 10 ff., which calls attention to the account 
of supersensible reahty to be given in Book M (see above, p. 199). 
Both of them belong to the later version, and are meant to unite 
what was originally separate. This also shows, though it scarcely 
needed proof, that the later version of the discussion of the super- 
sensible (M 1-9) was intended for the latest Metaphysics, as 
enlarged by the introduction of ZH0. This is also indicated by 
the fact that both these parts are connected with the insertion of 
Book I. 

But were these new passages simply ‘interpolated’ ? Could 
Aristotle simply juxtapose a theory of sensible substance and an 
introduction originally intended to lead to an account of the 
supersensible ? Would not insoluble contradictions necessarily 
follow ? And since the transition from the introduction BfE to 
the ‘ interpolated ’ portion has seemed smooth to all readers down 
to the present day, what is the principle that enabled him to 
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connect the metaphysic of the transcendental with the doctrine 
of immanent entelechies ? There really is such a link between 
the two stages, viz. the conception of being as such (6v ^ 6v), by 
means of which he defines the object of metaphysics in the 
introduction. We have been accustomed to think of this con- 
ception as the seed out of which the manifold senses of being 
developed in Aristotle’s mind like a flower; for does it not 
embrace both the pure act of divine thought and those lower 
forms of changing nature that are subject to becoming and dis- 
solution, and is not he who studies being as such exempt from 
the necessity of confining himself to absolute being, and able to 
include in his researches the being of every sort of thing, even of 
the abstractions of the understanding ? This is what the final 
form of the Metaphysics actually does, and that has betrayed us 
into supposing that the conception could not have been realized in 
any other way. We now see, however, that this is a mistake, 
though a very natural one. We can, in fact, show from the 
Metaphysics itself that there was an earlier stage in his develop- 
ment when he had not yet drawn this conclusion from the con- 
ception of being as such, when he did not regard metaphysics as 
the dialectical development of the manifold senses of being, and 
when he thought of its subject-matter simply and exclusively as 
the imperishable and eternal. The proof of this is K i-8, a pas- 
sage often declared spurious, but vindicated once and for aU by 
our results. 

I have shown in my earlier discussion of this invaluable 
document that certain tiny words, the frequent use of which 
betrays a stranger’s hand, although the style is otherwise 
thoroughly Aristotelian, are the unconscious additions of a dis- 
ciple who was taking down the lectures of the master. But as a 
source for Aristotle’s doctrine the book is crystal-pure. It re- 
produces the three introductory books, BfE, point for point 
throughout, usually in the same words, though in a much 
shorter form. It cannot be explained either as a preliminary 
sketch of the fuller version, or as a mere excerpt from it ; it is 
distinct and independent. It must be a note taken of this part 
of the lectures on metaphysics during an earlier stage of their 
development; for, in spite of large resemblances, it differs 
characteristically from the fuller version in some respects. 
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When we examine the connexion between this earlier intro- 
duction and the main body of the work, which is what interests 
us mostly here, it becomes clear that this version belongs to a 
time before the interpolation of the books on substance, ZH 0 , 
when the introduction was followed immediately by the theory 
of the supersensible. In the later form of the Mdaphysics we find 
a transitional passage (E 2-4) between the end of the introduc- 
tion (E i) and the beginning of the main part (Z i). The same is 
true of the earlier (K 8, 1064^ 15-1065^26), but the characteristic 
feature of the later transition is absent here, namely the enumera- 
tion of the senses of being, which provide the framework of 
Books ZH 0 . It is true that here also Aristotle discusses, as he 
does in E 2-4, the two senses of being that he sets aside before 
entering on the main problem of metaphysics, (i) accidental 
being and (2) the truth or falsity of judgements, the former be- 
cause it is not being proper at aU, the latter because it is only an 
act of consciousness. But the classification that he announces in 
E 2, and canies out in the later version of the Metaphysics as we 
have it, receives no mention whatever in the older introduction. 
We are tempted at first to explain this by the brevity of the 
excerpt; but now that we have discovered in M 9, 1086^21 ff., 
the oldest version of the preface to the central portion of the 
work, and seen that it presupposes a Metaphysics not contain- 
ing Books ZH 0 , it is no longer possible to imagine that we have 
here a mere play of chance. Moreover, there is another unmis- 
takable sign of later revision in E 2-4, which is also absent here, 
and that is the reference that we find in E 4, 1027^ 28, to the 
subsequent insertion of the inquiry into the conception of meta- 
physical truth (0 10) ; this naturally does not occur in the 
parallel passage in K 8, 1065*24, because there was no Book 0 
in the original Metaphysics. 

Natorp considered K 1-8 spurious, on the ground that the 
conception of metaphysics therein contained is not to be found 
in the main part of the traditional Metaphysics.^ He goes so far 
as to speak of a Platonizing author, and of the un-Aristotelian 
tendency of this work to exclude matter and all that is connected 

^ Archtv fur Geschichie der Philosophie, vol, i, p. 178. The standard that he 
uses is the customary one, i e. the conception of metaphysics in the books 
added durmg the composition of the second version (ZH©) . 

3803 p 
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with it from the investigation. To him, with the presuppositions 
of that time, this observation was a serious ground for suspicion. 
To us the very same fact becomes a convincing proof of genuine- 
ness.^ Metaphysics is here viewed as a science of the immaterial, 
and we have shown from the remains of the earliest version that 
this was the origmal notion. Nothing could be a more reliable 
test of the correctness of our conclusion than this restoration of 
the oldest of the introductory books to its true rights. Even the 
most secret doors of the enchanted castle spring open of their 
own accord, after long and hopeless efforts to break into them 
by force, now that we have discovered that the principle of de- 
velopment is the real key. 

If we compare K i-8 step by step with the later version, 
we find that in aU the changes which he introduced in BFE, 
Aristotle was actuated by the single purpose of adapting the old 
introduction to the new structure of the Metaphysics, which 
included material being as well as the other sort. This concession 
to the material world appears in the formulation of the very 
first fundamental problem (fifth in the whole list of problems), 
concerning the reality of the supersensible. We previously re- 
marked that the antiquated impression made by Book B is due 
to the Platonic manner in which the problems are expressed; 
but we now see that in this matter K is stiU more antiquated and 
strict.2 While even B passes beyond the boundaries of the 
phenomenal world in the very first problem, by asking whether, 
apart from the sensible, there is also a supersensible substance 
such as the Ideas, the version in K is more exclusive still. Aris- 
totle here asks whether 'the science that we are seeking* deals 
with perceptible substances ' or not with them, hut with certain 

* In my Ent Metaph Anst., pp 63 ff , I defended the genumeness of K 1-8 
in detail against Natorp’s rejection, and reached the conclusion that its philo- 
sophical content is worthy of Aristotle in every particular The frequent use of 
the particle ye which perhaps reveals a hand other than Aristotle's, is 
nothmg agamst the genuineness of the content ; it is no doubt due to the disciple 
who took notes on Aristotle's lecture and prepared the present version 
Nevertheless, I must withdraw my criticism of Natorp m so far as its aim 
was to explam away the traces of Platonism that he discovered. From the 
point of view of Aristotle’s historical development they are completely un- 
objectionable, and m fact precisely what our previous analysis would lead us 
to demand. 

® Cf . pp. 195-196 above. The antiquatedness of B is therefore a characteristic 
that has survived m sptte of the revision. 
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others'.^ This excludes all possibility whatever that sensible 
substance should belong to metaphysics. On the contrary, 
sensible and supersensible being here constitute, just as we found 
them to do in M 9-10, a simple dualistic either-or.^ In the 
revision this either-or becomes a not-only-but-also, as the latest 
state of the Metaphysics presents it to us in the co-ordination 
and superordination of the immanent and the transcendent 
forms. 

We find the same emphatic either-or in the part of K where 
Aristotle discusses the aim of his ontological inquiry. * It is in 
general hard to say whether one must assume that there is a 
separable substance besides the sensible substances (i.e. the sub- 
stances in this world), or that these are the real things and 
Wisdom is concerned with them For we seem to seek another 
kind of substance, and this is our problem, i.e. to see if there is 
something that can exist apart by itself and belongs to no 
sensible thing . '3 By the 'something that can exist apart by 
itself (xcopioTQV KotO’ eocuto) Aristotle here does not mean the 
concrete, particular existence of the phenomenal world, although 
this too is often spoken of as 'existing apart'; he is using the 
expression in the sense in which Plato’s Ideas ' exist apart as is 
shown by the qualification 'and belongs to no sensible thing’ 
(tJiri^Evi Tcov aicrOriTcbv urrdpxov). By this addition he explicitly 
eliminates aU thought of the immanent forms (evuAov eII^os) ; 
in the same connexion the latter are said to be, so far as con- 
cerns their existence, perishable (96apT6v). On the other hand, 
it is a priori certain to him as a Platonist that the object of 
metaphysics — ^if there is such a science — ^must be an eternal, 

^ Metaph B 2, 997® 34 = K i, 1059a 39 I previously supposed that this 
dilemma was meant to indicate that the truth lies in the middle — ^metaphysics 
IS the study of the Form, which includes both the substance of the world of 
sensible things and also supersensible reality, existing in the second without 
matter. But the passages that we are about to discuss seem to render this 
interpretation impossible (see especially K 2, io6oa 7), and it must be acknow- 
ledged that the exclusive formulation, ‘ either the sensible world or the super- 
sensible ', IS absolutely essential to the general view implied in K. If Natorp had 
pursued throughout the whole Metaphysics the divergences of doctrine that he 
observed in K, he would not have declared this book spurious, but would have 
discovered the chronological and the mner differences between the two distinct 
sets of matenal, differences that can be satisfactorily explamed only through 
supposing that Aristotle gradually developed away from Plato. 

^ See pp 206-207 above. 3 k 2, 1060a 7-13 
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transcendent essence, having its being in itself oOcria x^opi- 

crrfi Kai kcx 6’ carniv). He tells us that we must think of it as 
analogous to Plato's Ideas, not to the objects of sense. Unless 
there really is something of this sort, aU that the best minds have 
thought out must be mere soimd and smoke. How could there 
be any order in the world without it ? Order implies something 
eternal, transcendent, and enduring.^ The emphatic nature of 
these expressions differentiates them sharply from the later 
version Aristotle is here still quite close to Plato, and they 
breathe a passionate advocacy of Plato's demand for a super- 
sensible world — all the more impressive because it arises directly 
out of the conviction that the reigning theory of Ideas is im- 
possible.2 

The eternal, unalterable reality, and the eternal laws of the 
cosmos dependmg thereon, form, according to K i-8, the pre- 
supposition of the possibility not merely of 'the science that we 
are seeking', but even of any consistent logical thinking and any 
absolute and enduring truths, since the world of sense is in 
perpetual flux, and affords no foothold.^ Thus the law of con- 
tradiction is established in an essentially ontological manner, 
whereas the later version seems to omit the ontological passages 

^ K 2, io6oa 21 'It would seem rather that the form or shape is a more im- 
portant principle than [the matter] , but the form is penshable, so that there is 
no eternal substance at all which can exist apart and independent But this is 
paradoxical , for such a principle and substance seems to exist and is sought by 
nearly all the most refined thinkers as something that exists , for how is there 
to be order unless there is something eternal and independent and permanent ^ ’ 
See also K 2, io6ob 1-3. 

® See the immediately preceding rejection of Plato’s version of the super- 
sensible, K 2, io6oa 13-18. This passage perhaps preserves more directly than 
any other the Platomc postulate that hes at the root of Aristotle's metaphysics, 
the postulate of the reality of the transcendental It also shows that his 
starting-point for the rehabilitation of the doctrine was that order in nature 
which seemed to him inexph cable without the assumption of a transcendent 
* good ’ as the first prmciple 

3 K 6, 1063a II. In my Ent Metaph Arist , p. 82 , 1 pointed gut that Natorp 
went too far when he ascribed to the author of K the view that in the earthly 
and perishable there is no truth whatever, but I went too far in the opposite 
direction when I denied that there was any difference at all between this and 
Aristotle’s usual account of truth It must be allowed that this passage 
emphasizes the eternity of cosmic reahty, and bases the possibility of enduring 
truths chiefly on that; whereas m r 5, loioa i ff., on the contrary, the mam 
emphasis is on the possibihty of obtainmg definite propositions even about the 
world of sense, and the cosmos and ' the nature that is changeless ’ are mentioned 
only m second place (loioa 25). 
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for the most part. It is true that the conclusion of Book F says 
something about the connexion between the possibility of know- 
ing permanent truths and the eternity and immovability of 
being; but, since this passage was lacking in some of the ancient 
manuscripts, it is obvious that we have here a section deleted by 
Aristotle during his recension, but-discovered among his papers 
by the editors and published along with the rest. In any event, 
this section itself shows that the original version of F laid more 
emphasis on the metaphysical bases of the law of contradiction.^ 
Both the ontological proof of the law, and the inclusion of these 
fundamental logical problems in metaphysics, were pieces of 
Platonic tradition. So was the question where one should discuss 
the matter of the objects of mathematics, and whether it belongs 
to first philosophy.^ Actually, the discussion of it occurs in 
Book N, the close relation of which to K 1-8 is another sign of 
the age of both. 

We have already seen that in Book B the nature of the 
problems is determined by the problems and content of Plato's 
metaphysics. Aristotle was somewhat superficial in altering this 
part, and hence it has not lost its fundamentally Platonic char- 
acter. Apart from the fact that in two places he actually left the 
old 'we' of his Platonic days,^ of which no other trace remains 
in the new version, he obviously did not alter or modify any 
passages except those that explicitly contradicted his new view 

* r 8, 1012b 22 — end of the book, was lacking in some of the ancient manu- 
scripts according to Alexander In Arist mctaph , p 341, 1 30 (Hayduck) 

* K I, 1059b 15-21. I have discussed the conception of ‘the matter of the 
objects of mathematics' m Ent. Metaph Arist , p. 74, and shown, contrary to 
Natorp, that it belongs to Plato’s later metaphysics I did not, however, fully 
answer the question why this problem is stated only in K, and not also m B, 
This can be explamed if we observe that, as I had already recognized at that 
time, the discussion of the problem comes in N 2, 1088b Both N and K 
belong to the original Metaphysics, and the one is therefore the fulfilment of 
the promise given in the other. Now the later version of these matters (B and 
M 1-9) largely suppresses the question about the elements of supersensible 
substance, as has been shown above (p. 192) This question was bound up with 
Plato's late doctrine of the existence of numbers, &c , as separate substances 
In his mature period Aristotle nd himself of this doctrine, and he then deleted 
the whole complex of which it was a part 

3 See p 175 above The fact that Book B was revised in order to appear as 
part of the introduction to the later version of the Metaphysics, whereas the 
criticism of the Ideas m A 9 was meant to disappear entirely, constitutes a 
complete explanation why so few traces of this ' we' remain m B. Those that do 
are simply oversights. 



214 TRAVELS 

of metaphysics. The number and nature of the problems re- 
mained in general untouched. There is just one place where he 
inserted a new one, and this is characteristic, for it concerns the 
content of the inserted books, ZH©. Just before the last pro- 
blem (B 6, 1002’’ 33) he raises the question of matter and of the 
actuality and potentiality of the principles, and here he also 
takes account of perceptible reality. Now since, as Natorp 
observed, this question does not appear in K 1-8, we can only 
conclude that Aristotle inserted the new problem when he was 
altering the three introductory books to make them lead up to 
the theory of immanent form and of potentiality and actuality. 
Book K, on the contrary, is still strictly Platonic in so far as it 
divorces the notion of pure being from all matter and equates it 
with that which is selfexistent, unmoved, and transcendent. 
Moreover, whereas in the last version the criticism of the Ideas 
was removed from A 9 to the new Book M, the earlier form of 
the introduction presupposes the original state of affairs, in 
which the criticism was still in the first book, since it refers us 
for the refutation of the Ideas to what has preceded!* This 
proves that the three introductory books, BfE, also underwent 
alteration and had a new notion of metaphysics introduced into 
them. We have now recovered the earlier and the last version of 
almost the whole Metaphysics. 

It can be shown, however, that even the earlier version of the 
introduction (K 1-8) is not the original form of the Metaphysics. 
We have seen that in K 1-8 metaphysics is described as the 
science of that which is unmoved and eternal and transcendent. 
We also find there, however, the definition of it as the science of 
being as such (6v 6v), though not developed, as it is in the later 

version, into a science of the manifold meanings of being in- 
cluding the perceptible being of movable nature. This combina- 
tion of the two definitions in K 1-8 is a serious difficulty, and 
becomes only too painfully obvious in the later version of E, 
which in its present revised form is meant to introduce the 
science of the manifold meanings of being. Since the earlier and 
the later versions do not differ in this respect, but only in the 

* K I, 1059b 3, presupposes the refutation of the Ideas m A 9 Be, 997b 3, 
on the other hand, the corresponding passage in the later version, presupposes 
only the historical explanation of the Idea-theory in A 6, which remained in 
place when the refutation was removed to M 4—3. 
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extension that they assign to the notion of being, we shall not 
fall into error if we use them both together in what follows. 

In E I ( = K 7) Aristotle explains what he understands by a 
science of being as such. All sciences inquire into certain causes 
and principles of things. As examples he mentions medicine and 
g5minastics, and — to take one with a more developed method — 
mathematics, i.e. the examples usual in Plato’s theory of science 
and method. Each of these sciences marks off systematically a 
definite sphere of reahty (6v ti) and a definite genus (ylvos ti) 
and studies the resulting limited complex of facts. None of them 
discusses the being of its object ; they aU either presuppose it on 
the ground of experience, as do natural science and medicine ; or, 
like mathematics with its axioms, they start from particular 
definitions. Their demonstrations, which differ from each other 
only in degree of accuracy, deal solely with the properties and 
functions following from these definitions or from facts evident 
to sense. The metaphysician, on the other hand, inquires about 
being precisely as being. He examines the presuppositions of 
these sciences, of which they themselves are neither willing nor 
able to give an account. 

Aristotle supplements this explanation at the beginning of 
Book r ( = K 3), where he brings out even more fuUy and clearly 
the distinction between first philosophy as universal science and 
the special sciences, between being as such and its particular 
realms. Here he treats bemg not as a sort of object separate and 
distinct from others, but as the common point of reference for all 
states, properties, and relations, that are connected with the 
problem of reality. As the mathematician, according to him, 
looks at aU things solely from the point of view of quantity, so 
the philosopher studies eveiything that belongs to being as such, 
whereas the physicist, for example, considers it only as in 
motion. Many things ‘are’ only because they are the affection 
or the state or the motion or the relation of some one being — 
they derive from something that 'is' simply. In Plato’s school 
the method of referring (dvocycoyfi) all the affections (iroteTi) of 
being to something single and common (ev ti Koci koivov) was 
division in the form of oppositions (^vocvTicboeis), which were 
referred to certain most general or ‘first’ distinctions in being. 
Aristotle presupposes a knowledge of the special work of the 
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school in this field, and of its literature He means the opposi- 
tion between the one and the many, the same and the other, the 
like and the unlike, in short the whole sphere of Platonic dia- 
lectic, as we find it in the inquiries about being and the one (ov 
KOI £v) in Book I, or again an inquiry like that on the ultimate 
principles of thought, the laws of contradiction and of excluded 
middle, which he treats in f. It is true that the connexion of 
these questions with his own theory of substance is only mediate, 
but obviously he was trjdng to find a definition of metaphysics 
that would make room for the traditional dialectic To Plato 
dialectic was as such ontology. To Aristotle it was rather a 
practical and historical question whether this whole logic of 
being was under all circumstances to be included in first philo- 
sophy. His original metaphysics was theology, the doctrine of 
the most perfect being , it was hard to combine abstract dialectic 
with this once the Ideas were gone. But he tried to link them up 
by means of their common relation to being as such (6v ^ 6v). 

Whereas in this connexion the highest form of philosophy 
appears as the universal science, it is immediately followed by a 
different picture in E i ( = K 7), where Aristotle is trying to dis- 
tinguish metaphysics, physics, andmathematics, by their objects. 
He here divides sciences into theoretical, practical, and produc- 
tive. Physics is a theoretical science ; it studies the being that is 
capable of motion, and therefore regards the conceptual essence 
and form only in so far as it is joined with matter. To abstract 
from the matter would always be a mistake in physics. Even 
psychology must be pursued in this manner, so far as we are 
concerned with the realm of the psychophysical. Mathematics 
is also a theoretical science Aristotle raises the question, indeed, 
whether its objects really have an unmoved, separate, and inde- 
pendent reality, as the Academy maintained. (He here decides 
against this doctrine, while at the same time adopting the 
Academy's tripartite division of theoretical philosophy and its 
assignment of mathematics to a place between ontology and 
physics.) But, however that may be, mathematics at any rate 
regards its objects as unmoved and independent ocKivTiTa Kcri 
f] xcopitJToc OecopEi), which only makes it clearer that the study 
of real unmoved and transcendent being (if there is any such) 
will be the task of a theoretical science. But what is this science ? 
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It cannot be physics, for the objects of that, although inde- 
pendent (xcopicrrd) are not unmoved ; nor can it be mathematics, 
for its object, while partly unmoved, is not independent and 
separate. Only the highest form of philosophy studies a sort of 
being that is both independent and unmoved.^ This definition 
by itself would suffice to conclude that Aristotle is thinking of 
the unmoved mover, and he says himself in the next sentence 
that the principles he means are the causes of the visible divine 
things (aiTia toTs cpocvEpoIg toov 6£icov), in virtue of which he 
calls metaphysics theology (SeoXoyiKri). 

But now this determination of the nature of metaphysics 
purely by means of its subject-matter, namely unmoved and 
transcendent being, makes it one special science among others. 
Whereas elsewhere it is considered as the universal science of 
being as such, and sharply contrasted with the sciences that 
examine only a special kind of being (6v ti koi yevog ti),^ here 
it is itself merely the knowledge of the highest kind of being 
(TTEpi TO TiiJiicbTcrrov yevog). Its object is said to be being of 
this kind (toiocOtt] 9^cris), and it is to be looked for in a parti- 
cular genus of reality, namely in the cosmic region of what is 
visible but imperishable. The contradiction is undeniable, and 
Aristotle himself observed it. In a note that obviously breaks 
the train of thought, and must therefore be a later addition, he 
makes the following remarks. 

‘ One might raise the question whether first philosophy is universal, or 

* Metaph E i, 1026a 13, as corrected by Schwegler: 'For physics deals with 
things which exist separately [the MSS have 'inseparably'] but are not im- 
movable, and some parts of mathematics deal with things which are immovable 
but presumably do not exist separately, but as embodied m matter , while the 
first science deals with things which both exist separately and are immovable ' 
The conj ecture of some reader has found its way into the manuscripts — a reader 
who took 'separately' as meaning 'transcendentally', and realized that this 
would not be true of the forms ' embodied m matter' of which the visible world 
consists. But 'separately' means here merely ‘independently’, and Anstotle 
uses the word m this sense even of perceptible things The object of meta- 
physics, however, since according to this definition it is both independent and 
unmoved, must exist 'separately' in the sense of 'transcendentally', because 
only the supersensible exhibits both characteristics at once 

^ Metaph E i, 1025b 8 . 'all these sciences mark off some particular bemg — 
some genus, and inquire into this, but not into being simply nor as being.' 
Contrast 1026a 19 on metaphysics as the science of divine things; ‘it is obvious 
that if the divine is present anywhere, it is present in things of this sort. And the 
highest science must deal with the highest genus\ i.e. the divme. 
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deals with one genus, i.e. some one kind of being ((pOcnv Tivdt uCcxv) ; for not 
even the mathematical sciences are all alike in this respect — geometry 
and astronomy deal with a certain particular kind of thmg, while 
universal mathematics apphes ahke to all. We answer that if there is no 
substance other than those which are formed by nature, natural science 
will be the first science, but if there is an immovable substance, the 
science of this must be prior and must be first philosophy, and universal 
in this way, because it is first. And it will belong to this to consider 
bemg as being — ^both what it is and the attributes which belong to it 
as bemg 

This gloss does not remove the contradiction. On the contrary, 
it only makes it more obvious. In attempting here to combine 
the two definitions he understands by a universal science a 
science of the 'first’ object, which is a principle in a more com- 
prehensive sense than are the other kinds of being ; but in f i 
and the beginning of E universal meant that which does not refer 
to any particular part of being at aU, and Aristotle could not and 
does not assert that the immaterial movers of the stars are not 
‘particular beings’ nor ‘one sort of being’. One might perhaps 
be inclined to suspect that neither the problem nor its solution, 
which looks so much like an observation made en passant, comes 
from Aristotle himself; but since it also appears in the other 
version in K 8, and since it expresses a contradiction that is really 
present, there is nothing for it but to admit that the philosopher 
did not find the solution of the problem, or at any rate that it did 
not occur to him until after the two versions were already fused 
together. 

These two accounts of the nature of metaphysics certainly did 
not arise out of one and the same act of reflection. Two funda- 
mentally different trains of thought are here interwoven. It is 
obvious at once that the theological and Platonic one is the older 
of the two, and this not merely on historical grounds but also 
because it is far more schematic and less developed. Itisaproduct 
of the Platonic tendency to make a sharp division between the sen- 
sible and the supersensible spheres. When metaphysics is defined 
as the study of being as being, on the other hand, reality is re- 
garded as one single, unified series of levels, and this therefore is 
the more Aristotelian account of the two, that is to say, the one 

* E I, 1026a 23-32. Bonitz points out the contradiction in his commentary. 
He finds no explanation. 
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that corresponds to the last and most characteristic stage of his 
thought. At first he proceeded strictly in the direction indicated 
by Plato, that is, he retained the supersensible world as the 
object of first philosophy, as we learn from the manifesto On 
Philosophy, and merely replaced the transcendental Ideas with 
the first mover, which, being unmoved, eternal, and transcen- 
dent, possessed the properties that being must have according to 
Plato. This, his earliest, metaphysics was exclusively a science 
of the being that is unmoved and transcendent, i.e. theology. It 
was not the science of being as such. 

This result is further confirmed by the treatise commonly re- 
ferred to simply as ‘the theology', namely Book A of the Meta- 
physics Bonitz saw that, whereas one would expect this book to 
give us the conclusion of A-0, it actually stands in no relation 
to the others. This is because it is really a small independent 
work. The style and the choice of ideas show that it is an 
isolated lecture, composed for a special occasion, giving us not 
merely the part of metaphysics that is called theology but some- 
thing much more comprehensive — a complete system of meta- 
physics in nuce, Aristotle here offers us a compact sketch of his 
whole theoretical philosophy, beginning with the doctrine of 
substance and ending with that of God. It is obviously his in- 
tention, not to introduce his hearers to technical inquiries, but to 
lift them out of themselves with the selfcontained swing of his 
great picture of the whole. With confident blows of the hammer 
he chisels magnificent sentences, which even to-day we in- 
voluntarily read aloud, in spite of the abbreviated nature of 
notes made for oral delivery. ‘The creative activity of thought* 
is life.' ‘All things are ordered towards an end.' ‘On this 
principle hang the heavens and nature.' The conclusion, where 
he addresses the Platonic dualists in the words of Agamemnon 
(‘the rule of many is not good; one ruler let there be'), is posi- 
tively stirring in effect. It is a document unique of its kind, for 
here, and here alone in his lectures, Aristotle boldly sketches his 
picture of the universe in its totality, disregarding all questions 
of detail. At the same time it is invaluable as a source for the 
history of his development, for in date it belongs to the theo- 
logical period whose existence we have demonstrated. It enables 
us to see what relation the doctrine of immanent forms had to 
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that of the transcendental mover before the first-named became 
a part of metaphysics itself. 

The lecture is sharply divided into two unequal portions. The 
first of these (cc. 1-5) discusses the doctrine of sensible reality ; 
its analysis results in the conceptions of matter, foim, potency, 
and act. The second (cc. 6-10) begins straight away with the 
speculative idea of the unmoved mover and with the assertion 
of a supersensible reality Unlike the second, the first part is not 
an end in itself ; it is there simply for the sake of the second, to 
which it serves as foundation. From the world of moving things, 
which he describes as forms developing and realizing themselves 
in matter, Aristotle ascends to the unmoved source and end of 
their motion, the form of all forms, pure act, the form that is 
creative and free of all matter. With this subject he therefore 
spends almost twice as much time as with that of the first part. 
To a casual glance the construction seems to be the same as in 
the later presentation of metaphysics. In both the doctrine of 
substance and of actuality precedes theology, and the earlier 
part of A is in essentials parallel to the content of Books ZH 0 . 
But the decisive consideration is that in A the notion of meta- 
physics is confined to the later part ; the earlier is not reckoned 
as belonging thereto. The conclusion of the first part runs 'We 
have stated, then, what are the principles of sensible things and 
how many they are'.^ The second begins 'Since there were 
three kinds of substance, two of them physical and one un- 
movable, regarding the latter we must assert that it is necessary 
that there should be an eternal unmovable substance’ (oucria). 
Whereas later Aristotle describes the two kinds of sensible reality 
as 'in a sense’ the concern of physics,^ he here calls them 
'physical’ without qualification. The unmoved and eternal, on 
the other hand, is the object of metaphysics without qualifica- 
tion, just as it is in the earlier version of the introduction and in 
Book N, which we have shown to be early .3 In exactly the same 

* Metaph A 5, 1071b i. 

^ Metaph. Z ii, 1037a 14: 'Since in a sense the inquiry about perceptible 
substances is the work of physics, i e of second philosophy.* 

3 The determination of 'the science that we are seeking' by means of the 
quahties of eternity, independence, and permanence, which must belong to its 
object in accordance with the example set by the theory of Ideas, appears, as 
we have seen, not merely in the older version of the introduction (K 2, 1060a 26), 
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way lie here says simply that sensible reeility is perishable, and 
infers that, if there exists nothing but the forms immanent in 
sensible things, everything in the universe is necessarily subject 
to the Heraclitean flux.^ Books K and A also agree in recognizing 
as the object of ‘the science that we are seeking’ only the tran- 
scendental, that which is not immanent in any sensible thing.* 
The three original kinds of being are clearly apportioned between 
physics and metaphysics. The two kinds that belong to the 
sensible world, the imperishable substance of the heavenly bodies 
and the perishable substance of plants, animals, &c , are assigned 
to physics without any limitation, because they are bound up 
with matter and motion; unmoved substance is the object of 
‘ another science ’, metaphysics.* 

J oining all these observations together, we may say that Book A 
represents the stage that we have discovered to come before the 
traditional metaphysics, a stage that was still purely Platonic 
and did not recognize the doctrine of sensible substance as an 
integral part of first philosophy. In Aristotelian language, 
metaphysics as A understands it does not study the whole 
category of substance, but takes a particular part of it. Its 
object is confined to the part of the category of substance that is 
perfect and good, namely God or reason.4 It seeks for a tran- 

but also m the early A 2, 982b 28-a where this science is from the first 
assumed to be theology, as it is in the dialogue On Philosophy That Book N 
belongs to the oldest stratum of the Metaphysics was proved above, pp. 189 ff 
Hence it is especially important that m its opening sentences (1087a 30) this 
book IS just as definite as Book A in contrasting the conception of metaphysics 
as the science of the * unchangeable substances’ with physics as the theory of 
the world of motion. Aristotle is referring to the metaphysics of the Platonists, 
the doctrine of Ideal Numbeis (hence the plural' substances *) , but the contrast 
between the two sciences, based on the absolute distinctness of their objects, is 
obviously entirely accepted by him. 

* Sensible substances, with the exception of the heavenly bodies, are de- 
scribed simply as penshable in A i, 1069a 31, and 6, 1071b 6, cp K 2, io6oa22 
The later account in Z 8, 1033b 5, and H 3, 1043b 15, is much more complex: 
'must be destructible without being ever m course of being destroyed, and must 
have come to be without ever being in course of coming to be Here the world 
of appearances, which to Aristotle was originally just changeable, has been 
thoroughly penetrated with the idea that it too partakes of the unchangeable 
because of the forms that hold sway in it. 

* Metaph K 2, io6oa 12 : ' existing apart by itself and belonging to no sensible 
thing ’ Cf A 6, 1071b 19, and 7, 1073a 4. 

^ A I, iD69a 30 and 36 

^ For the view that the good in the category of substance is God or reason see 
Eth Nic I. 4, 1096a 19 ff., esp. a 24, and cf. Eth. Eud. I. 8, 1217b 30, and 
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scendental entity such as Plato's Idea, combining absolute 
reahty (oucricjt) with absolute value (dyoQov). According to A 
values and realities are two separate ascending series, converging 
towards the top. They meet at the point where the highest value 
(SpioTTov) coincides with the purest reality (oOoia). This is the 
Platonic notion of the most perfect being [ens perfectissimum) , 
which we have already found set out in the proof of God's 
existence in the dialogue On Philosophy. 

The second and still more important thing to notice is the 
position of the doctrine of immanent forms. In Book A we can 
at last see clearly how this vital part of Aristotle's philosophy 
was related to theology while it was still a part of physics The 
gradual ascent from sensible to pure supersensible form, which 
later took place within metaphysics, is effected in A by the 
primitive device of letting metaphysics, as the science of the un- 
moved and transcendental, simply rest externally on physics, 
the science of the movable and immanent. By the logical mani- 
pulation of the objects of sensible experience physics obtains the 
conceptions of form and entelechy, which it distinguishes from 
matter and potency, and the relations of which to these other 
conceptions it determines. It then hands them over to meta- 
physics. Whereas physics, however, is never able to abstract 
from the moment of matter and motion, which in experience are 
always found along with the form, metaphysics, standing on its 
shoulders, reaches up to the conception of a highest and im- 
material form, on which nature, as a totality, 'depends' and in 
which alone physics receives its completion. With reference to 
its function as the summit of the system of physical movements 
this form is called the first mover. Here we come upon the 
earliest form of Aristotle's theology — ^the doctrine that physics 
is to be completed by a transcendent 'end' (teAos), towards 
which all the visible motion in the world is directed, and by 
which the phenomena of nature are ‘saved'. 

Although the real proof of the early date of A is its form, 
which exactly fits the results of our analysis of the other books,^ 

Metaph A 7, 1072a 34 Thus the onginal metaphysics was the science of pure 
and perfect being and of the highest good, not, like the later, of all kinds and 
senses of being. 

* Chapter 8, which was inserted later on, is treated below m a separate dis- 
cussion. 
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confirmation is to be found in certain of its external relations to 
them. Whereas its relation to the final version of the Meta- 
physics, as we have it, is entirely negative, it evinces the closest 
connexion with the fragments of the original version, to which 
it stands near in time, and especially with Book N. Bonitz 
failed to notice this because he was looking only for connecting 
links between A and the unified series of books that precedes it. 
This series, however, and the plan of it, are later than A, whereas 
we have shown that N, although in position it comes afterwards, 
is part of the earliest state of the Metaphysics, and obviously 
precedes A in time. In any event it would be natural to con- 
jecture that in a merely occasional discourse, intended to give 
only a short summary of his whole metaphysical view, Aristotle 
would make use of his lecture-notes. And in fact A is little more 
than an extract from his more detailed esoteric lecture, so far as 
the remains of the original Metaphysics enable us to judge. It is 
true that we do not possess the really positive part of the philo- 
sophy of the supersensible, i.e. the doctrine of God, either in the 
earher or in the later version ; but the preceding critical portion, 
which was directed against the metaphysics of the other 
Academicians, was used liberally as a source of this discourse, 
and presumably the positive part of A's theology had exactly 
the same relation to the lost theology of the original Metaphysics, 
that is, was simply an excerpt therefrom. We may make the 
relation between A and N clearer by setting side by side some of 
the passages that are dependent on each other. 

N 4, 1092® 9 A 7, 1072^ 30 

If, then, it IS equally impossible Those who suppose, as the Pytha- 
not to put the good among the first goreans and Speusippns do, that 
prtnciples and to put it among supreme beauty and goodness are not 
them in this way, evidently the present %n the beginning, because the 
principles are not being correctly beginnings both of plants and of 
described . Nor does any one animals are causes, but beauty and 
conceive the matter correctly if he completeness are in the effects of 
compares the principles of the um- these, are wrong in their opinion, 
verse to that of animals and plants, For the seed comes from other in- 
□n the ground that the more com- dmduals which are prior and com- 
plete always comes from the m- plete, and the first thing is not seed 
definite and incomplete — ^which is but the complete being; e g. we must 
what leads this thinker to say that say that before the seed there is a man, 
this is also true of the first prin- — not the man produced from the 
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ciples of reality, so that the One it- seed, but another from whom the 
self is not even an existmg thing, seed comes. 

This IS incorrect, for even in this 
world of animals and plants the 
principles from which these come 
are complete; for it is a man that 
produces a man, and the seed is not 
first. 

It is obvious at first glance that one of these passages must 
have been influenced by the other. Although A mentions Speu- 
sippus by name, while N attacks him anonymously, there can be 
no possible doubt that N is the original and more complete 
version. It is much more precise. It brings out more clearly the 
fact that the 'principles of animals and plants', of which both 
accounts speak, were held by Speusippus to provide an analogy 
to the 'principles of the universe', and that this is not a strict 
inference but a mere comparison (’rrocpEiKd^Eiv) The argument 
from the evolution of organisms to a corresponding evolu- 
tion of the universe appears to Aristotle as a 'transition to 
another genus'. The account in A does not even mention the 
questionable logic of this argument ; it only remarks in passing, 
' because the beginnings both of plants and of animals ', &c. But 
the evolutionist theory is not true even of organisms — ^this is the 
second part of the account — ^because the first thing is not the 
seed but the actual living man, he being prior to the seed. At the 
beginning, therefore, comes pure actuality, not potency or 
matter The influence of N also appears at the end of the lecture. 

N 3, 1090'’ 13 A 10, 1075’’ 37 

Again, if we are not too easily And those who say mathe- 
satisfied, we may, regarding all matical number is first and go on 
number and the objects of mathe- to generate one kind of substance 
matics, press this difficulty, that after another and give different 
they contribute nothing to one an- principles for each, make the sub- 
other, the prior to the posterior, for stance of the universe a mere series of 
if number did not exist, none the episodes [for one substance has no 
less spatial magnitudes would exist influence on another by its existence 
for those who maintam the exis- or non-existence) , and they give us 
tence of the objects of mathe- many governing principles , but the 
matics only, and if spatial magni- world refuses to be governed badly 
tudes did not exist, soul and sen- ' The rule of many is not good , one 
sible bodies would exist But the ob- ruler let there be.* 
served facts show that nature is not a 
series of episodes, like a bad tragedy. 
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This makes it clear that the whole concluding portion of 
Book A was influenced by the polemic against Speusippus in N 3. 
While writing this part of his sketch Aristotle had his earlier 
technical work before him, or at any rate it was very present to 
his mind. Here too there can be no doubt that the original 
version was N and not the much briefer passage in A. In Book N 
'the prior contribute nothing to the posterior' is more clearly 
put Its vivid expressions for the various levels of being accord- 
ing to Speusippus degenerate in A into the obscure statement : 
'for one substance has no influence on another by its existence 
or non-existence ' We know that Speusippus held that every 
kind of being has its own principles, one for numbers, another 
for magnitudes, another for the soul, and so on, and that between 
these principles there is no further connexion.^ These fine dis- 
tinctions are clearly reproduced in N: on Speusippus' view 
numbers might wholly disappear, although they are the highest 
principle, without affecting the existence of magnitudes, which 
come next, and similarly magnitudes could go without in any 
way changing the existence of consciousness or of the extended 
world. Aristotle aptly calls this a nature composed of discon- 
nected scenes like a bad tragedy. In A the omission of the last 
phrase makes the picture of 'a nature without connexion be- 
tween its scenes' obscure to the point of incomprehensibility. 
Instead of it he here switches over to the magnificent simile of 
the monarch and the many rulers, which makes an equally 
striking picture of the structureless anarchy of Speusippus' 
theory of the first principles. Why does he drop the simile with 
which he began ? Precisely because he no longer feels it vividly 
enough to do it fuU justice. He simply produces it from his store 
as something ready-made and quite familiar. 

Chapters one and two of Book N were also used in the com- 
position of A. The keynote of N i is the same as that of the last 
chapter of A — polemic against Plato's dualism of first principles. 
The rest will be obvious if we juxtapose them. 

N I, 1087^29 A 10, 1075^25 

All ph%losophers make the first We must not fail to observe how 
principles contraries. . . . But since many impossible or paradoxical re- 
there cannot be anything prior to suits confront those who hold 

* Metaph. Z 2, 1028^ 21. 

Q 
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the first principle of all things, the 
principle cannot be the principle 
and yet be an attribute of some- 
thing else To suggest this is like 
saymg that the white is a first 
principle, not as anything else but 
as white, but yet that it is predic- 
able of a subject, i e that its bemg 
white presupposes its bemg some- 
thing else , this is absurd, for then 
that subject will be prior But all 
things which are generated from 
their contraries involve an under- 
lying subject] a subj’ect, then, must 
be present m the case of contraries, 
if anywhere All contraries, then, 
are always predicable of a subject, 
and none can exist apart. . . But 
these thinkers make one of the con- 
traries matter, some making the un- 
equal — which they take to be the 
essence of plurality — matter for the 
equal, ^ and others making plurality 
matter for the One, 


different views from our own, and 
what are the views of the subtler 
thinkers, and which views are at- 
tended by fewest difficulties. All 
make all things out of contraries 
But neither ‘ all things ’ nor ' out of 
contraries' is right, nor do these 
thinkers tell us how all the thmgs 
in which the contraries are present 
can be made out of the contraries , 
for contraries are not affected by 
one another. Now for us this diffi- 
culty IS solved naturally by the fact 
that there is a third element These 
thinkers however make one of the 
two contraries matter; this is done 
for instance by those who make the 
unequal matter for the equal, or the 
many matter for the one 


N 4, 1091'= 35 

It follows, then, that all things 
partake of the bad except one — the 
One itself . . . (^30) These absurdi- 
ties follow, and it also follows that 
the contrary element . . ,is the bad — 
itself. 

Book A concludes with an impressive account of the devious 
consequences of dualism as upheld by the Academy, which 
serves as a foil to the strict monarchy of Aristotle's doctrine of 
the thought that thinks itself. This part is nothing but a mosaic 
of isolated sentences and ideas from N i. It is true that it 
slightly popularizes and simplifies the highly differentiated 
material of Book N, but the main argument of that book against 
the dualist theory of the principles remains visible ever3rwhere : 
the contraries must inhere in a third thing as a substratum, in 
accordance with the Aristotelian doctrine of form and privation, 
which require matter in order to change into each other. A 


A 10, 1075^34 

Further, all things, except the one, 
will, on the view we are criticizing, 
partake of evil, for the bad itself is 
one of the two elements 


’ Omitting Ivt. 
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simply asserts the terthmi dahitur] N proves it. For us, Aristotle 
triumphantly exclaims, the problem is solved without difficulty, 
for there is a thurd thing : and that is not matter, the substratum 
of contrary states, but absolute thought, the form that is with- 
out matter and hence not liable to any change or to any con- 
trary. The inevitable consequence of the rejection of dualism is 
not materialism but the absolute monarchy of mind. 



CHAPTER IX 
THE ORIGINAL ETHICS 

T he key to the understanding of Aristotle's ethics lies in the 
problem of the relation between the Ntcomachean and the 
Etidemian versions. The so-called Magna M or aha may be dis- 
regarded It is simply a collection of excerpts from the two 
other works ; its author was a Peripatetic who used the longer 
presentations in order to make a brief handbook for lectures. In 
practice the Ntcomachean Ethics has always predominated over 
the other main treatise almost without interference. The Etiie- 
mian has remamed entirely in the background; its only use 
has been to help occasionally in the interpretation of difficult 
passages. There is good reason for this procedure, for the Ntco- 
machean Ethics is decidedly superior in completeness of con- 
struction, clarity of style, and maturity of thought. Even in 
antiquity men discussed the Ntcomachean only, and neglected 
the Eudemian, and the latter is still almost virgin soil. Recent 
years have seen a commendable move towards better things, but, 
so far as can be observed, it has not yet had much effect. 

In the last century an event occurred which reinforced the 
natural preference of scholars for the better work: Spengel, the 
celebrated Aristotelian and reviver of ancient rhetoric, declared 
the Eudemian Ethics to be spurious. ^ His famous article, which 
immediately obtained universal acceptance and stiU holds the 
field for the most part to-day, expressed the view that this work 
was not merely published by Aristotle's pupil Eudemus of 
Rhodes, but also written by him. While its frequent and re- 
markable correspondences with the Nicomachean Ethics could 
only be explained as due to a close following of Aristotle's 
doctrine and of its formulation m that work, he held that in its 
deviations, which are considerable, the Eudemian Ethics betrays 
the individuality of Eudemus. The Nicomachean Ethics was so 
much better in many respects, and so much richer and riper as 
a whole, that it was impossible to imagine what could have 
caused Aristotle to write such a much less happy replica. The 

^ Ahh. d, bayr. Akctd d. Wiss , vol iii (1841), pp 534 H. 
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deterioration was therefore ascribed to the pupil Above all, 
the theological derivation of morality in the Eudemian Ethics 
seemed incompatible with the prevailing idea of Aristotle. ^ 
Its differences from the other work in this respect certainly do 
require explanation. It was thought that they should be con- 
nected with the personal devoutness of Eudemus, about 
which, however, nothing was known except that he was pre- 
sumed to be the author of a history of theology, ^ which is 
scarcely to be taken as an expression of living, personal reli- 
gion, especially as he also wrote a history of mathematics and 
astronomy. Mainly because of the belief that he is the author, 
there has grown up a notion of 'the pious Eudemus' which agrees 
very badly with the positive spirit of the Peripatetic school after 
Aristotle .3 

However that may be, the two German editions now avail- 
able, that of Fntzsche in 1851 and that of Susemihl in 1884, both 
entitle this work Eudemi Rhodii Ethica ; and the valuable Eng- 
lish commentaries on the Nicomachean Ethics by Grant, Stewart, 
and Burnet, as well as the German text by Apelt, all regard the 
other Ethics as a work of Eudemus. 

The tradition gives no support to this supposition. It is true 
that the problem of the three books common to both Ethics gave 
rise in antiquity to the theory that they belong to Eudemus and 
were transferred to the Nicomachean Ethics to fill a gap but 
the usual view was the opposite, since they do not appear in the 
manuscripts of the Eudemian Ethics. This must have been so as 
early as the Alexandrian period, for the list of Aristotelian works 
known (and presumably actually in the library) at Alexandria 
during the time of Callimachus' pupil Hermippus mentions only 
an Ethics in five books, which is obviously the Eudemian with- 

^ Zeller, Aristotle and the Earlier Peripatetics, vol 2 (1897), pp. 422-7. 
Grant, The Ethics of Aristotle, vol i, pp. 23 ff. 

2 Zeller, op. cit.,p 417, n. 3 If Eudemus discussed in this work the cosmo- 
gonies of Orpheus, Homer, Hesiod, Acusilaus, Pherecydes, and Epimenides, and 
of the Zoroastrian and other oriental theologies, he did so owing to the stimulus 
of Aristotle’s remarks on the subject in his first book On Philosophy 

2 For *the pious Eudemus’ see C Fiat, Ansioteles, authorized German 
edition by Emil Prinz zur Oettingen-Spielberg (Berlin, 1907), p. 394 Gercke 
finds him remarkably religious for a Peripatetic {Einl i d. hi. Alt., vol 11’, 
P 407) 

Aspasius, Cow;m inArist eth N7C,p 151,1 24, andp i6i,l 9, inHeylbut 
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out the three that were taken over later from the Nicomachean^ 
Two of the traditional hypotheses to explain the two versions 
and titles betray their lateness by their mere ignorance. Thus 
Cicero suggested that the Nicomachean might well be by Nico- 
machus — a conclusion which indeed would be inevitable if the 
E^tdemian were by Exidemus? This is a mere invention, as his 
threadbare argument for it shows ; why should not the son of a 
famous father have been himself a capable man for once^ 
Equally late and amateurish is the interpretation of the two 
titles as meaning the Ethics to Nxcomaohus and to Eudemus. In 
Anstotle's day the dedication of treatises was unknown, as is 
clear when we contrast his genuine works with the spurious 
Rhetorica ad Alexandrum^ to which some naive and unhistoncal 
person, completely mistaking the literary custom of the fourth 
century, has prefixed a foreword and dedication. Not to men- 
tion that the two Ethics have no dedications and are not pub- 
lished works at all, but lecture-notes 

The general view of earlier antiquity seems to favour simply 
the publication, by Nicomachus and Eudemus, of two sets of 
Aristotle’s lecture-notes. There is nothing agamst the supposi- 
tion that Aristotle left behind him more than one version of his 
lecture on ethics, as we have discovered that he did with meta- 
physics. Here as there it is a priori probable that the earlier of 
the two versions is the one of which only fragments remain. The 
decision of the question must come in the main from the dis- 
covery of the inner logic that controls the development of Aris- 
totle’s ethical problems. Kapp has made a beginning of this 
kind of inquiry in a keen and careful piece of work that is far 
the best thing written on the Eudemian Ethics and their philo- 
sophical position during recent years.3 He compares the two 

^ In spite of recent doubts, this seems to me to be proved by the mention of 
'five books of ethics’ in Diogenes’ list, which goes back to Hermippus That 
Hesychius' list mentions ten books is no contradiction, even if both lists derive 
from Hermippus’ catalogue. Hesychius is obviously referrmgt o the Nicomachean 
Ethics, and either Hermippus himself mentioned this as well as the Eudemian 
or else the five was later altered to ten The statement in Diogenes is confirmed 
by the fact that the manuscripts of the Eudemian Ethics give only five books 

^ See the references for this and the following theory m Susemihl's edition of 
the Eudemian Ethics, pp. xviii ff,, and in Von der Muhll’s dissertation De Ar. 
eth Eudem auctoritate (Gbttmgen, 1909), pp. 25 ff, 

3 E. Kapp, Das Verhaltms der eudemischen zur nikomachischen Ethik, 
Freiburg, 1912. Dissertation. 
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Ethics afresh, and comes to the conclusion that the E^idemian 
is to be restored to Aristotle and to be regarded as the earlier. 
V on der Muhll had reached the same result a few years previously, 
taking his start from the special relations of the Eudemian Ethics 
to the Politics and to some other works. ^ 

My own results, which partly agree with and partly go beyond 
those of my two predecessors, were reached along another path 
and without knowledge of their observations. Since their view, 
that the Eudemian Ethics is early and genuine, does not seem 
to have gained general acceptance, and since I hope to be able 
to make the matter clear once and for all, I will set out my own 
method here. It was a disadvantage of their work that it was 
not related to Aristotle's development as a whole. In particular, 
by confining their comparisons to the two great Ethics they 
gave a handle for many objections, since they had no fixed point 
of temporal reference Such an immovable criterion is to be 
found in Aristotle's earliest ethics, which has never yet been 
seriously considered. By means of the fragments of the Pro- 
trepticus, including the newly recovered matter, it is possible to 
make a picture of the development of his ethics in three clearly 
separated stages: the late Platonic period of the Protrepticus^ 
the reformed Platonism of the Eudemian^ and the late Aristo- 
telianism of the Nicomachean. For us the most important form 
of the inquiry will be the question which of the two Ethics is to 
be regarded as the immediate product of the problems of the 
Protrepticus, and whether it is possible to demonstrate a con- 
tinuous advance at all. 

* Von der Muhll, op. cit The special value of this erudite work is that it 
traces out very completely the relations that Bendixen (Philologus, vol. x 
(1856), pp 575 ff ) had already shown to exist between the Eudemian Ethics 
and the Politics, and adds some further observations of the same kind. We 
shall return to this question in the chapter on the Politics, a subject for which 
it IS important , but I would rather not make it the foundation of my inquiry 
into the Eudemian Ethics, because the correspondences do not perhaps con- 
stitute a complete proof by themselves alone, in spite of the fact that those who 
favour the authorship of Eudemus might find it hard to give a satisfactory 
explanabion of the method of work which Von der Muhll proves the author to 
have used Von der Muhll finds a number of philosophical maccuracies in the 
treatise, and explains them by the assumption that it is a set of somewhat 
careless notes made by Eudemus from Aristotle's lectures; but Kapp's acute 
interpretation has cleared them up (op. cit , pp. 8fE), and therefore the 
question whether the work is Eudemus' notes or Aristotle's original still 
remains open. 
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I. THE PHILOSOPHICAL RELATION OF THE EUDEMIAN 
ETHICS TO THE PROTREPTICUS 

The Nicomachean Ethics begins its inquiry into the aim of 
human life with a bold sketch of the system of ends. Thus from 
the start the problem is put into relation with Aristotelian 
teleology as a whole, and the nature of what follows is indicated. 
The beginning of the first book of the Eudemian Ethics intro- 
duces the same inquiry in a much less systematic, but more 
vivid and personal, form. On the propylaeum of the temple of 
Leto on Delos, the lecturer begins, these lines appear- 

Most noble is that which is ]ustest, and best is health, 

But pleasantest is it to wm what we love. 

To this apodictic expression of popular Greek sentiment he 
opposes, not without feeling, his own thesis. 'But for ourselves, 
let us not agree with this author ; for happiness is the noblest 
and best and at the same time the pleasantest/ This places the 
question of happiness at the sunomit of ethics, and the whole of 
the first book is concerned with it. The connexion between 
ethics and happiness had been traditional since Socrates and 
Plato, and the Nicomachean Ethics also retains it as starting and 
closing point. But the latter work is much more modern in pre- 
fixing to the discussion of happiness a chapter which derives 
from the general system of ends the formal conception of a neces- 
sary supreme end of all human effort. Not until the beginning 
of the next chapter is this equated with happiness. 

The second point that Aristotle deals with in the Nicomachean 
Ethics before entering on the discussion of happiness is the ques- 
tion of method. Our study of the Protrepticus has shown that in 
the Nicomachean Ethics he had arrived at a view about method 
diametrically opposite to that of his early days. As early as the 
proem he gives it clear formulation. ^ Here again the Eudemian 

* For the contrast between the Protfephcus and the Ntcomachean Ethics in 
point of method see above, pp. 85 ff The application of the name * proem' to 
the part which in the Nicomachean Ethics precedes the place where the 
Eudemian begins (i.e Eth. Nic I 2) comes from Anstotle himself: 'These 
remarks about the student, the sort of treatment to be expected, and the 
purpose of the inquiry, may be taken as our proem ’ He then returns to the 
idea of the supreme end, using almost the same words as in the first chapter, 
and declares it, as in the Eudemian Ethics, to be happiness. The emphasis on 
the contrast with Plato's and with his own earlier method, and its insertion 
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Ethics is less definite. It contains no reflections on the peculi- 
arity of ethical method. Instead the author discusses the differ- 
ence between the philosophical and the unphilosophical treat- 
ment of ethical and political questions, a point that had already 
received detailed examination in the Protrephcus. ^ In that work 
empiricism was sharply opposed to the rational knowledge of 
the pure norms, and to dialectic as the only philosophical method. 
The Eudemian Ethics does not, like the Ntcomachean, meet this 
view with an absolute repudiation of the demand for exact geo- 
metrical treatment ; on the contrary, it smoothes over the con- 
trast on which the Nicomachean version purposely throws a 
bright light ‘One must try to obtain conviction from reasoning 
(Aoyoi), but to use the phenomena as evidence and as examples.' 
Further, it is necessary to bring the philosophical norm into 
harmony with the prevailing ethical views by revealing then- 
underlying kernel of truth through conceptual manipulation. 
Thus the conceptual analysis of experience replaces the soul's 
spontaneous knowledge of the Ideas as we find it in the Pro- 
trepticuSy although emphasis is still laid on the fact that experi- 
ence by itself is ‘confused', that only the Logos can lead to a 
clear insight into the causes of things. The contrast between the 
philosophical and the unphilosophical treatment is no longer the 
same as that between the normative or logical and the empirical. 
It now corresponds to two species of concern with experience: 
a lower one that merely ascertains facts, and a higher that seeks 
for the reasons of the facts. The way in which the standpoint 
of the Euderman Ethics has been influenced by the Protrepticus 
can also be seen in its attitude towards the assertion that the 
politician needs theoretical knowledge of the ethical norm. It 
sounds almost like the defence of a half-abandoned doctrine 
when we hear that such a knowledge is ‘not superfluous' even to 
the politician, because he must understand the reasons of ethical 
and political facts. On the other hand, however, the Eudemian 

before the beginning of the inquiry proper, is therefore wholly intentional in 
the Ntcomachean Ethics. 

* Von der Muhll (op cit., p 21) suggests that E/A Eud.l 6 is directed against 
Plato and the Academy , Kapp doubts this The truth is that Aristotle is here 
referring to the remarks on method in his own Protrepticus (Iambi. Protr., c x), 
which were Platonic in essence, and is partly emending and partly rejecting 
them. Cf. above, pp 85 £f. 
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Ethics deprecates the philosophers who burden this discipline 
with wide-ranging abstract discussions (this means the theory 
of Ideas and of Ideal numbers), and stigmatizes their thorough- 
ness as due to misunderstanding or to pomposity (dAajovEia). 
Between the Protrepticus and the E^ldemian Ethics Aristotle had 
in fact abandoned the theory of Ideas and separated ethics from 
metaphysics. The eighth chapter of the first book contams the 
refutation of the Idea of the good, which also occurs in the first 
book of the Nicomachean Ethics ; but whereas the latter prefaces 
its criticism with a sharply aggressive statement of the revolu- 
tion that this step had produced in method, the Eiidemian 
Ethics tries rather to show that in spite of the cnticism of the 
Ideas and of the earlier method very substantial portions of the 
Profrepiicus retain their validity. 

Closer inspection of the first book of the Eudemian Ethics 
shows that its formulation of the problems is throughout deter- 
mined to a striking extent by the Protrepticus , and indirectly by 
Plato's way of thinking. One of the permanent parts of Plato's 
theory of 'virtue', and especially of its introductory statement 
of problems, was the question whether men are 'virtuous' by 
nature or through habituation or knowledge or divine gift or 
luck ; and since it was usual to subordinate the question of the 
nature and value of virtue to that of true happiness, the Eude- 
mian Ethics, at the beginning of its inquiry into happiness, com- 
bines both questions in the form: Does happiness arise through 
natural constitution or through insight or through habitua- 
tion, &c. ? We are already familiar with the answer from the 
Protreptioiis: whether it depends on one or more or all of these 
causes, men are essentially agreed that happiness (which is here 
suddenly equated with 'living well') is made up of three factors, 
the relative importance of which however in securing the end is 
variously estimated. These are phronesis, virtue, and pleasure. 
Men place the happy and perfect life sometimes in one of them 
and sometimes in the correct mixture of them. Thus Plato in 
the Philehus puts it in the mixture of phronesis and pleasure, 
while Aristotle's Protrepticus decides for the union of all three 
faculties.* The end of life (cjkottos toO koAcos jflv), which ethics 
has to establish, depends on the decision of this question. In 

* Plato, FMl. 22 A, Iambi. Protr , p 41 , 1 ii, and p. 59 , 1 26 (Pistelh) 
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every event the problem of happiness leads to that of the best 
life (TTEpi piou ToO Kpocriorou Kai scofjs Tfjg cipioTris). To speak 
of 'living divinely' (iJiaKapicos) is perhaps less desirable than to 
speak of 'living well and nobly' , the first expression might 
raise objection. The correction shows once more than this 
part of the Eudemian Ethics is dependent throughout on the 
Protrephcus, for the latter spoke without misgiving of the 
divine (|jion<apiov) in man, and proclaimed that he should live 
for that alone ^ 

The fourth chapter, which contains the comparison of the 
three 'lives', is also based on the Protrepticus, As in that early 
work, three typical forms of life are here derived from the three 
fundamental forces that are the source of aU human values, the 
knowing mind, the moral character, and the experience of desire. 
The life that is based on knowledge has its roots in phronesis, 
that of practical politics in virtue, that of enjoyment in pleasure.^ 
The example of Anaxagoras, who, when asked who is the happiest 
man, answered 'None of those that you think so, but someone 
who would seem extraordinary to you', also appears to come 
from the Protrepticus ; for the statement that Anaxagoras him- 
self held that man's happiness lies not in wealth or beauty, but 
perhaps in a just, pure, and painless life enjoying divine 
contemplation (tivos Secopiag KoivcovoOvTa Oeiocg), corresponds 
exactly to two passages in the Protrepticus, where the same 
philosopher describes the contemplation of the heavens as man's 
true aim, and assigns a share of the divine to human life in 
virtue of Mind.^ Thus we find in the derivation of the three 
lives, as we have already found in the accounts of the right 
method for ethics, that the Eudemian Ethics is nearer to the 
Protrepticus in thought than is the Nicomachean. The latter is 
indeed familiar with the three lives that vie for the prize of happi- 
ness, and mentions them in the same connexion but it men- 
tions them in passing only, and as if they were an established 

The distinction between ‘living^ and ‘living well (perfectly, truly, nobly) ' 
13 developed at length in the Protrepticus (Iambi. Protr , c. xi, cf. especially 
p 46, 1 25, p- 58, 1 i; p 60, 1 9). For the ‘divme* (mqckApiov) and 'living 
divinky' see Eth Eud I i, 1214a 30, 3, 1215a 10; and cp. Iambi , p. 48, 1 . 9, 

* Eth. Eud I. 4, 1215® 26-h 6. 

3 Eth Eud. I. 4, 1215136-14 Iambi. Protr, p 51, 11 and p. 48, 

11 . 13-18 

+ Eth Nic I 2, 1095b 17 
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topic, whereas the other work lays great weight precisely on 
the systematic derivation of them from the three conceptions 
of phronesis, virtue, and pleasure. This derivation reveals the 
origin of the theory of the three lives ; it arose out of Plato's later 
ethics. The Philebits begins by asking what is the highest good for 
man, and makes the two lives ofphronesis and pleasure compete 
for the position. I The Protrephcus adds virtue, and declares 
the best life to consist in the correct admixture of the three. 
The Eudemmn Ethics takes its start from this stage of the 
development. 

The fundamental reason why the Nicomachean Ethics, while 
retaining the lives, abandons the derivation of them from the 
trichotomy phronesis-viitne-'plQS.sure, lies in the change in Aris- 
totle's attitude towards phronesis in this work ^ We need men- 
tion this point only briefly, since we have aheady discussed the 
contrast between the notion of phronesis in the Protrcpticus and 
in Plato, and that in the Nicomachean Ethics, The two formula- 
tions of this notion express the two answers that Plato and 
Aristotle gave to the question of the ultimate standard and 
sanction of morality. In the Protrepticus, phronesis retains the 
full Platonic sense of the Nus that in contemplating eternal 
being is at the same time contemplating the highest good. There 
only the philosopher lives the life of phronesis The N^co- 
machean Ethics, on the other hand, does not make moral insight 
dependent on knowledge of the transcendental; it looks for a 
'natural' foundation of it in practical human consciousness and 
in moral character. Phronesis and the whole trichotomy of the 
Protrepticus are accordingly deleted from the first book. The 
Eudemian Ethics, on the other hand, not only retains it in the 

* Plato, PJnl 20 E. 

^ In Eth. Nic I 2, 1095b 14, the three hves are no longer derived from the 
three goods. On the contrary, we are supposed to learn from the lives what 
men thmk good In the life of enjoyment this is pleasure ; m that of politics it 
is honour (not virtue) When he comes to the contemplative life Aristotle is in 
a difficulty (1096a 4), since he cannot mention phronesis He therefore refers to 
the account to be given later 'Third comes the contemplative life, which we 
shall consider later ' To this he adds the life of money-makmg, the aim of 
which IS wealth. He thereby purposely removes all trace of the old tnchotomy 
The new lives are simply the result of the psychological observation of life, 
whereas the old ones were ideal points of reference We have already noticed 
this procedure of obliteration in the treatment of the four Platonic virtues of 
the Protrephcus m Eth. Nic X, 4, 1178a 24 (above, pp 73-74). 
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earlier sense, as we have shown, but develops the outline and 
plan of the whole ethical system from it ^ 

It announces the plan in the following way: 'Let us first con- 
sider virtue ^nAfhvonesis [notice the order ; it corresponds to the 
actual order of treatment in ih^Ethics\, inquiring into the nature 
of each of them, and whether they are, either themselves or the 
actions that proceed from them, parts of the good life/ Pleasure 
is to be dealt with later ^ Since the central books of the Euiemian 
Ethics are lost, we must use the Nicomachean to see whether this 
proposal is actually carried out. The later version has preserved 
the original construction, although the role played by phronesis 
in it is essentially different from that assigned to it in the former. 
The first part, 'on virtue', is contained in Books II — V. Book VI 
follows with the theory of reason and knowledge, which the 
Eudemian Ethics would describe as 'on phromsis\ The nomen- 
clature used in the Nicomacheanis 'moral' and 'intellectual virtue' 
(which also occurs m the earlier work), 'moral virtue' being 
equated with the part 'on virtue', and 'intellectual virtue' with 
that 'on phronesis* ; but in spite of the change of name in the 
latter version phronesis still remains the chief subject of the 
part. Book VII discusses pleasure, which is also treated of in X. 
In the last part of X Aristotle performs the synthesis of the three 
lives. The intervening books on friendship (VIII and IX), 
though found in the Eudemian Ethics too, cannot have been 
originally intended for this place, since they go beyond the 
original conceptual structure of the Ethics ^ Without the 
Eudemian version it would now be impossible to see that the 
system of Aristotle's Ethics is an organic development, in three 

^ In Anstotle Nicomachean Ethics Booh VI (Cambridge, 1909) Greenwood 
points out that with regard to the meaning of phronesis there is the same con- 
trast between the Nicomachean and the Eudemian Ethics as we have shown 
(pp. 81 ff. above) to exist between it and the Protrepticus Kapp makes use of 
this observation (op. cit , p 48). 

® Eth Eud I 5, 1216a 37. 

^ I have shown in my Ent Metaph Arist (pp. 150 ff.) that Aristotle's 
treatises arose by the combination of isolated and self-contained monographs 
(A6yoi, ii^oAoi, &c ) This does not mean that there is never an idea uniting a 
large group of such monographs, or that their relationship is one of loose juxta- 
position in thought as well as in expression. It is simply an aid. to the under- 
standing of the way m which Aristotle's 'works' were composed, and it enables 
us to explain their incoherences and apparent irrelevancies by recalling the 
philosopher's manner of working and teaching. 
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separate branches of inquiry, of the tripartite division in the 
Protrepticus. The goal towards which each leads is the theory of 
happiness in the final book, which is supported by all three 
together. The Nicomachean Ethics does not give this derivation 
in its introductory book, but leaves the origin of the actual 
structure obscure. This is another indication of the comparative 
earliness of the Eudemian version 

What light do these considerations throw on the question 
of authorship? It now appears inconceivable that after the 
master's death Eudemus should have deliberately gone back to 
a stage that the master had long passed, especially when we 
consider the close unity of the school. On the basis, therefore, 
of the insight that we have obtained into the gradual develop- 
ment of the ethical problem we must declare it an untenable 
assumption that Eudemus is the author of the Ethics named 
after him. In the study of the history of Greek philosophy it 
has often happened that men have tried to explain by means of 
biographical and personal considerations facts that were neces- 
sitated by a law inherent in the matter itself. The series PhiU- 
hus, Protrepticus, Eudemian Ethics, Nicomachean Ethics, evinces 
an irrefutable historical logic No member can be exchanged 
with any other. Previously it was possible to be in doubt about 
the position of the Eudemian Ethics, but now that we have 
fixed the two end-points of Aristotle's development, namely the 
ProtrepUcus and the Nicomachean Ethics, whose genuineness is 
undoubted, it is easy to see that the Eudemian version falls, not 
on a continuation of this line, but within it. It is 'the original 
Ethics', if one may use this phrase to mean the earliest form of 
independent Aristotelian ethics, dating from the period after 
the break with Plato's metaphysics. 

The original Ethics holds the same place in the development 
of Aristotle's moral theory, morphologically speaking, as the 
original Metaphysics does in the development of his metaphysical 
thought. The two agree in their unmistakable determination to 
find a tenable substitute for Plato's main doctrine, now that it 
has been refuted — a substitute that should also satisfy religious 
needs, and generally take the place of the contemplation of the 
Ideas in every particular. Criticism of Plato had to be subor- 
dinated to the effort to create a new form of Platonism which, 
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while conforming to the facts of experience, should remain as 
conservative as possible. In content the original Ethics is related 
to the original Metaphysics by the exclusively metaphysical 
basis that it assigns to morality Just as Aristotle was still so 
to speak bodily attached to Plato's metaphysics through theo- 
logy, so, during this period when his own philosophy was being 
born, was he attached to Plato's ethics through his theonomic 
morality, this being what the conception of phronesis meant to 
Plato. 

By phronesis the Eudemian Ethics understands, like Plato 
and the ProtreptictiSj the philosophical faculty that beholds the 
highest real value, God, in transcendental contemplation, and 
makes this contemplation the standard of will and action; it is 
still both theoretical knowledge of supersensible being and prac- 
tical moral insight.^ Anaxagoras is still the pattern of this con- 
templation of truth, as he was in the Protrepticus. Phronesis is 
still the essence of the philosophic and contemplative life Hence 
it is still regarded as ruling over all the sciences (Kupia iracrcov 
ETrijTT)iicov) and as the most valuable knowledge (TiuicoTorrn 
iTncrrfi |Jiri) All this is clearly opposed to the Nicomachean Ethics, 

Phronests is the transformer that converts the knowledge of 
the eternal Good into the ethical movement of the will, and 
applies it to the details of practice ^ In the Nicomachean Ethics 
it is the 'state of capacity to act', and no man ever does anything 
without it. The philosophical knowledge of God is no longer 
its essential condition. That knowledge is a source of higher 

* The difference between this contemplation (9ecopicx) and discursive scientific 
thought is discussed by Aristotle in Metaph 0 1 0 It is an affair not of truth in 
the sense of empirical judgements, but of an immediate vision that actually 
touches (eiyydvEi) its object (which is a voirrSv) , compare the Protrepticus 
(Iambi , p 58, 1 14), where the man who possesses phronesis is defined as * con- 
templating the most knowable parts of reality ' The difference also appears in 
the fact that according to Eth Eud VIII i, i246h 35, phronesis is not a science 
(^■moTTiinj) that can be turned either to good or to bad use, but a virtue of Nus, 
which changes one's whole character and consists in * another sort of know- 
ledge ' (y^vos csKKo yvdbcTEcos) It is a virtue of Nus in the Protrepticus too (Iambi , 
p 41, 11 22 ff ) This IS not contradicted by the fact that it is there (p 43, 
11 5 ff ) called a science (ettiotti^ijiti) This means here that 'other sort of know- 
ledge' 

^ For the 'contemplation of truth' see Eth Eud. I 4, 1215^ 2, and Iambi 
Protr., p 42, 11 15-25 For ‘ruling over all the sciences’ see Eth Eud VIII i, 
1246b 9, and Iambi , p 43, 11 2-7. 

3 Eth. Eud VIII 2, 1248a 29: 'virtue is the instrument of Nus*. 
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insight revealed to few mortals, but this does not mean that prac- 
tical wisdom is confined to the narrow circle of philosophers. 
Thus Aristotle tries to understand the fact that unphilosophical 
morality exists by reference to the autonomous conscience and 
its inward standard. Only at the end does he add the contem- 
plative life to this picture, and even then he does not make moral 
virtue completely dependent on it.^ In the Eudemian version he 
is still far from any such concession to what Plato calls bour- 
geois morality (Ariiioaia ocpeTri). There phronesis is still strictly 
confined to the contemplation of the divine principle, and with- 
out it ethical action is impossible ; the only innovation is that 
the objects of contemplation are no longer Plato’s Ideas but the 
transcendental God of the original Metaphysics, who is a meta- 
morphosis of the Idea of the Good. In the Eudemian Ethics the 
central notion is still God, just as it is the unmoved mover in the 
Metaphysics', ethical action is striving towards God. The Pro- 
trepticus also recognizes only one aim of life — to escape from the 
sensible and earthly world to God. 'There is a principle beyond 
which there is no other’, says the original Ethics with regard to 
the processes that go on within the soul. 'As in the universe God 
moves everything, so is it in the soul. In a certain sense it is the 
divine in us [namely Nusi that moves everything. For the prin- 
ciple of reason is not reason but something higher. And what 
could be higher than knowledge but God?’^ This is the same 
thought as Aristotle had expressed at the end of his work On 
Prayer (see p. 160 above). His earnest interest in 'enthusiasm' 
in the Eudemian Ethics, the great value that he sets on prophecy, 
fortune, and the instinctive, so far as it comes not from nature 
but from divine inspiration, in brief his emphasis on the irra- 
tional, belongs to the same stage as the view in the dialogue On 
Philosophy, where the irrational clairvoyant powers of the soul 
are described as one of the two sources of belief in God. He here 

I la Eth Nic.'K 7 the life of wisdom and reason is called divine and super- 
human. In X. 8 'the life m accordance with the other kind of virtue’ is set 
against this highest ideal as taking the second place, and as being the really 
human life About this non-philosophical virtue we read as follows (1178a 16) ■ 
‘ Practical wisdom, too, is linked to virtue of character, and this to practical 
wisdom, since the principles of practical wisdom are in accordance with the 
moral virtues and rightness in morals is in accordance with practical wisdom.’ 
Thus ethical virtue stands on its own base and has its happiness in itself It 
also has its own reason - Eth Eitd. VIII 2, 1248a 23 
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sets inspiration above reason and moral insight, not because it 
is irrational — on that ground Plato, in genuinely Socratic fashion, 
had put reason above ‘enthusiasm' — ^but because it comes from 
God. Rational morality misses infallibility. It is the product of 
mere sober reflection. The sureness of inspiration, on the other 
hand, is like lightning ; as a blind man, no longer seeing what 
lies before his eyes, has a far better memory and sees every- 
thing clear before him within, so the man whom God inspires, 
though blind, is surer than those that see. This description of 
the melancholic and inspired person, full of personal experience, 
is of inestimable value for the understanding of Aristotle in his 
middle years. ^ 

In the Eudemian Ethics Aristotle is still expressing the direct 
relevance of knowledge of God to moral action, as he had done 
earlier, by means of the Platonic conception of the absolute 
norm.2 In the later Ethics this recedes very much into the 
background ; for the instinctive rightness (eucnroxia) of morally 
educated persons, which is a law to itself, is not an aim that can 
be focused clearly at a single point, unlike the highest Good by 
reference to which the E^tdemian Ethics directs us to live. The 
description of the morally good life as the imitation of absolute 
norms is to be found in the Protrepticus. In the Nicomachean 
Ethics, on the other hand, we have the famous definition of moral 
behaviour as a mean determined by insight in the way in which 
the man who possesses phronesis would determine it. This has 
given rise to much controversy, since it is somewhat abstract, and 
since its purpose is not clear at first sight.^ Now at the end of the 

* For "enthusiasm ' see Eih End VIII 2, 1248a 30 ff , for prophecy a 35 and 
38 The whole of VIII 2 is devoted to fortune. Aristotle distinguishes physical 
and metaphysical good fortune Line 1248a 39 is connected with On Philo-^ 
sophy, frg 10 

^ The Platonic conception of the 6pos, sometimes compared with or equated 
to Kotvciiv, IS developed in the Pyotrephcus (Iambi , p. 54 , 1 22 — ^p. 56, 1 . 2). It is 
fundamental for the method and the metaphysics of Plato's later and Anstotle*s 
earlier ethics This notion of an absolute norm occurs also m Eth, Eud. II. 5, 
1222b 7 , VII 9, 1241b 36 and 1243b 29 , and VIII 3, 1249a 21, b 19^ 22, and 
24. After the disappearance of the Ideas, which had been the aim of all 
normative judgement and effort, the conception of God took over this role. 
Most of the above-mentioned passages refer to this Throughout the Ntco- 
machean Ethics the word 6pos has a different meaning, and the conception of 
God IS not brought into the problem of the norm 

3 Eth Nic. II. 4, 1107a I ' Virtue, then, is a state of character concerned with 
choice, lying in a mean, 1 e the mean relative to us, this being determined by a 
3803 "P 
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Eudemian Ethics there is a long discussion of the norm by refer- 
ence to which the good man recognizes and pursues the morally 
good. This passage enables us to see how Aristotle originally 
conceived the relation between theoretical and practical reason, 
and what he understands by 'right reason’ The physician also 
makes use of a norm, we read, in order to determine what is 
healthy for the body and what is not. It is possible to say, there- 
fore, that the healthy is that vrhich medicine and the reason 
employed in medicme prescribe ; but this is as indefinite as it is 
true. The conception of the reason employed in medicine must 
take its content from the objective principle to which it is rela- 
tive, namely health and its unalterable law. Thus medicine is 
on the one hand the knowledge of health and on the other the 
application of this knowledge to the particular case. In the 
same way moral reason is partly the knowledge of an objective 
value (OgcopriTiKov), and partly the apphcation of this knowledge 
to human behaviour, the moral imperative (ettitocktikov). Now 
the absolute value or highest good, which reason thus grasps, is 
God.^ God is to be thought of not as issuing laws and commands , 
not as duty or will, but as the highest Being, suf&cient to Him- 
self. WiU and command arise only when reason or phronesis 
devotes itself to the contemplation of this Being. Hence our 

rational principle, and by that principle by which the man of practical wisdom 
would determme it ' Here, for once, the idea of the norm reappears This is the 
most pregnant expression that could possibly be found of the change in Aris- 
totle’s attitude towards this problem The fact is that there is no universal norm 
for him any more 'State of character in accordance with right reason’ was 
included in the definition of virtue by aU Platomsts (see VI 13, 1144b 21) In 
VI. 1, 1138b 25, Anstotle declares that this, though true, is anything but clear , in 
this book, therefore, he gives a more accurate account of the share that phronesis 
has in choice. Its function is no longer to apprehend the universal norm, as 
it was m the Protrepticus, but to discover the right means of attaining the end 
(t^Xos, cTKoirds) determined by the moral will (VI. 13, 1144^ 8 and 20, 1145®- 5) 

I Eth Eud. VIII 3, 1249^ 21 to the end Here too he is objecting to the 
obscurity of the Academic definition of the norm as ' determined by a rational 
prmciple' (1249b 3), as m Eth. Ntc VI i, 1138b 25 The problem remained with 
him throughout his life, but the solution here is different from that in the later 
Ethics. The comparison between phronesis and medicme had been used in the 
Academy Anstotle modifies it in his earlier Ethics by distinguishing between 
theoretical and practical medicine Phronesis apprehends the norm (health or 
God) and then apphes it. In Eth. Nic. VI 13, 1144^ 4, he calls the first process 
wisdom and only the second phronesis As early as the Protrepticus we find: 
'Moreover what canon of goods have we, or what more accurate norm, than 
the man who has phronesis ? ’ (frg 52, p. 61 , 1 25, in Rose) But here phronesis 
is still a general kind of knowledge without any differentiation at all. 
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most pressing duty is to choose all the occupations and activities 
and goods that further the knowledge of God. Theoretical philo- 
sophy is the means to man's moral education Everything, 
whether possession or action, is morally bad and reprehensible 
if it hinders a man from serving and knowing God (tov ©eov 
©E pooTEUEiv Kai ©EcopElv) ^ We know that deum colere et cognoscere 
is still a common definition of religion. The conclusion of 
the Eudemian Eth%cs is the locus classicus for theonomic ethics 
as taught by Plato in his later days. God is the measure 
of all things In preserving this much from the wreck of the 
Idea-theory Aristotle believes he is retaining the abiding essence 
of Platonic morality, the notion of the absolute norm and of the 
metaphysical transcendence of the Good, which had given to 
the Platonist a new experience of God. No wonder that Eude- 
mus, the supposed author of this Ethics, has always been looked 
on as a pious man i All this was incompatible with men's idea 
of Aristotle. This first lecture on ethics exhales the religious 
fervour of his youthful Platonic faith. Against such an ethics 
of pure devotion to God the famous picture of the contemplative 
life in book ten of the Nicomachean Ethics fades, and becomes 
little more than an objective if idealized description of the life 
of the scholar devoted to research, rising at the end to the intui- 
tion of the ultimate force that guides the spheres. Some of the 
old notes sound again in this picture, but not quite with their 
old power. The strength of the later Ethics lies rather in its 
parts, with their analysis of concrete moral types, and in its 
rich and humane urbanity. 

The contemplation of God was originally closely connected 
with the theory of friendship, which in the Nicomachean Ethics 
is expanded into a general sociology of the manifold forms of 
human relationship. In this complex phenomenology of society 
we should be hard put to it to detect the close connexion between 
Aristotle's philosophy of friendship and Plato's theory of Ideas, 
had we not the older Ethics to give us a clear picture of the method 
that Aristotle originally had in mind. He here replaces the trans- 
cendental and universal Idea of the Good with ideal types, as he 
does throughout his earlier ethics and politics. These ideal types 
are immanent in experience, and yet they are noimative and not 
* Eth, Eud, VIII. 3, 1249^ 20. 
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mere descriptive averages simply read off from experience. The 
most important of them is 'first friendship’ (TrpcbTri 9iAiot), from 
which in the Eiidemian Ethics aU forms of friendship are ' derived’ . 
This arises directly out of the conception of the ‘first principle 
of friendship’ (irpcoTov ipiAov) as developed in Plato’s Lysis.^ 
But whereas the latter was the highest metaphysical value (oOro 
TO oyocSov), in contrast with which all that seems dear on earth 
is nothing but a shadow, in ‘first friendship’ Aristotle is construct- 
ing the picture of the ideal friendship. He retains the kernel of 
Plato’s notion — ^the basing of friendship on the ethiceil principle 
of the Good— but he makes the Good a concrete moral value 
developing within the character of the man himself. The supra- 
personal ground of the value of the human relationship no longer 
diverts attention from the personality of the friend ; on the con- 
trary, it is concentrated and incarnated therein. Aristotle’s idea 
is therefore not just another way of referring all social values to 
the general problem of value ; its aim is rather to establish the 
independent worth of the moral personality, and in the last 
resort of human morality in general, as opposed to the cosmic 
Good that is based on the idea of God. 

The derivation of the various forms of friendship from ‘first 
friendship’ is accomplished in the earlier Ethics by means 
of purely Platonic conceptions. The distmction between will 
(PoOT^treai) and desire (SttiQuijieiv) corresponds to Plato’s dis- 
tinction between the absolute Good, which is the natural goal 
of the wiU, and the apparent good, which is the goal of the 
desires. Plato is also the origin of the separation of the good 
from the pleasant, and of the doctrine that the good without 
qualification is identical with the pleasant without qualification, 
so that the friendship of the really good man is at the same time 
pleasant. The main part of the discussion in the Eudemian 
Ethics is devoted to showing that ‘first friendship’ combines in 
itself all the marks that have ever been declared characteristic 
of the essence of friendship, even those that seem to be mutually 
exclusive — a classical example of early Aristotelian dialectic 
The Nicomachean Ethics, on the other hand, writes 'perfect 
friendship’ instead of ‘first friendship’, because the latter expres- 

' Plato, Lysis, 219 c. For the development of the id sal of 'first friendship ' 
see Eth, Eud. VII. 2, and for 'the first fnend' VII. 2, 1236b 28. 
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sion clearly recalls the theory of Ideas, and leads one to expect 
a purely deductive method. ^ It retains, indeed, the Platonic 
doctrine that the other kinds of friendship are not co-ordinate 
and can be called 'friendship’ only per accidens, and the deriva- 
tion of them from the ideal conception of perfect friendship ; but 
the important thing for Aristotle now is the psychological and 
sociological analysis, which far outweighs the other even in bulk. 
We shall see later that a similar development occurs in the 
Pohhcs also. A mass of facts gathered from experience, governed 
essentially by their own laws, and becoming more and more an 
independent object of interest, has been introduced into the 
framework of what was previously an ideal Platonic construction. 

If the basis of true friendship is personal goodness, the ethical 
relation of the ego to the non-ego must be determined by that of 
the ego to itself. By distinguishing the rational part of the soul 
from the inferior parts, which nevertheless can be moved by 
reason, Aristotle is able to represent the ethical relation of the 
ego to itself by means of the conception of self-love (cpiTvcxuria), 
by which he understands not selfishness, which popular morality 
rightly condemns, but the kindred affection of the lower part, 
which is spoken of as if it were actually a second ego, for man’s 
higher self (ocuto).^ By the self the Protreptious meant Ntis, the 
'divine in us’, in accordance with Plato’s later doctrine; and 
Plato’s view of the right relation of the soul that is ruled by 
Nus towards itself can be learnt from the Timaeus (34 b), where 
the highest visible God is said to be 'able to converse with itself, 
and needing no other friendship or acquaintance'. Thus the 
selfishness of the natural man is cancelled and made to serve his 
will to be his true self. The psychological problems connected 
with this view are not formulated sharply enough for our 
requirements, but this objection applies to the whole of Aris- 
totle’s theory of Nm, which is in fact a legacy from Plato’s later 
speculations. In the religious atmosphere of the Eudemian 
Ethics the mysticism of the doctrine of self-love, from which 

* Eth, Nic. VIII 4, 

^ Eth Eud VII. 6, and Eth Ntc IX 4 and 8. We here have speculation 
developing a piece of popular Greek wisdom that often found expression, as m 
Soph 0 ,C, 309, ‘What good man is not friendly to himself?', Eur. Med 86, 
frg 460, and Men monost 407 For Nus as man's self see Iambi. Protr , p 42, 
11 3 and 14, and Eth. Ntc. IX. 8, Ii68b 35, and X. 7, 1178a 2. 
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Aristotle derives the characteristics of true friendship,^ is directly 
intelligible. Its commandment, 'to serve and contemplate God', 
also rests on Plato's theory of Nus. 

Our result requires, naturally, to be supported in detail by a 
comparative interpretation of the two Ethics This, however, 
cannot be undertaken here. Philology must first make good its 
negligence with regard to the Eudemian Ethics and give us a 
serviceable commentary, and above all a real text, which as yet 
is completely lacking. For our purposes it must suffice if we 
have succeeded in showing that we can clearly detect in the 
development of Aristotle's ethical thought the same stage as is 
characterized by theology in his metaphysics, and that the 
original Eth%cs is closely connected with the original Metaphysics.'^ 

2. THE EUDEMIAN ETHICS AND THE PROBLEM OF 
THE EXOTERIC DISCUSSIONS 

The above conclusions about the development of Aristotle's 
ideas are confirmed and augmented when we discover that the 
Eudemian Ethics displays a close verbal dependence on his early 
works. Most important of all are its relations to the Protrep- 
ticus, which here too casts a wholly new light upon our problems. 
The fact is that between the Eudemian Ethics and the parts of 
the Protrepticus that we have recovered from lamblichus there 
are remarkable correspondences extending over long passages. 
Apparently they have never before been noticed, and yet they 
suffice, even apart from the question of the place of the Eudemian 
Ethics in the history of ideas, to refute the prevailing view that it 
was written by Eudemus and is a late work. Their importance 
as evidence of the way in which Aristotle worked, and of the 
relation between his teaching and his literary production, is so 
great that we must here discuss them in detail. A welcome by- 
product of our inquiry will be the decisive solution of a problem 
that apparently has been despaired of, and that yet is constantly 

* Eth. Eud. VII. 6, 1240a 23. 

* Bernays' statement, that Aristotle's theology permeates his philosophy as 
little as his God permeates the world (D%aloge des AristoteUs, p 82), must now 
he abandoned as regards the early and middle periods. It remains a note- 
worthy fact, however, that the writings of his latest penod could suggest such 
a view. 
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being reopened because it is fundamental to the understanding 
of Aristotle — the problem of the so-called exoteric discussions. 

We may start from the beginning of the second book of the 
Eudemian Ethics, where the author lays the foundation of his 
theory of virtue and gives a derivation of the conception of it. 
We do not need to examine in detail the content of this passage, 
which is the core of the work; a short survey of the train of 
thought will suf&ce. Having completed the introduction, which 
is contained in the first book, the author tells us that we are now 
to make a fresh start in our inquiry. This consists in dividing 
all goods into several classes. For the division he expressly 
appeals to the 'exoteric discussions', in order to avoid establish- 
ing it in detail here. The kinds of value enumerated in the first 
book [phronesis, virtue, and pleasure) are all 'in the soul', 
whether they are permanent states of character (e^eis) or 
faculties or activities (ev^pyEiai) and movements 

(KivfiaEis). Now the same assumption, he continues, — namely 
that we have to deal with either a state or a condition or a 
faculty in the soul — also applies to virtue, and must therefore 
form the basis of the following development of the conception. 

The text has come down to us in poor condition, for the manu- 
scripts have a lacuna in the division of goods: rravTa 2t\ toc 
dcyocOdc fi ektos fj f The corresponding passage of the 

Nicomachean Ethics gives a threefold division of goods: 'Goods 
have been divided into three classes, and some are described as 
external, others as relating to soul or to body ; we call those that 
relate to soul most properly and truly goods, and psychical 
actions and activities we class as relating to soul.'^ This is 
immediately preceded by the statement that we must get clear 
about the nature of happiness not merely by means of general 
principles but also by using 'what is commonly said about it'. 
Finally, the same division reappears in the Politics: 'Assuming 
that enough has been already said in the exoteric discussions 
concerning the best life, we will now only repeat what is con- 
tained in them. Certainly no one will dispute the propriety of 
that partition of goods which separates them into three classes, 
viz. external goods, goods of the body, and goods of the soul, 
or deny', &c ^ Here again we have the same division borrowed 

^ Eth N'lc, I. 8, 1098b 12. * JPol. VII. 1 , 1323a 21. 
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from the exoteric discussions — and not merely the division as 
such, but also its application to the inquiry concemmg the best 
life, for the passage expressly refers to 'exoteric discussions 
concerning the best life', the fundamental notions of which are 
to be adopted in the present discussion ^ 

Zeller, who supposed Eudemus to be the author of the 
Eudemian Ethics, tried to explain this reference to the exoteric 
discussions by saying that Eudemus is really only reproducing 
the passage of the Nicomachean Ethics in which it is said that we 
must consider happiness in the light of 'what is commonly said 
about it', and that in changing this vague phrase to 'this distinc- 
tion we make even in our esoteric discussions' he was copying 
the passage in the Politics.^ This interpretation leaves it obscure 
how Eudemus could come to speak of one of Aristotle's writings 
in the first person ('we make'). 

We can now see, as earlier scholars could not, that so long as 
they assumed Eudemus to have been the author of the Eudemian 
Ethics it was simply impossible to solve the problem of the 
exoteric discussions. For either they followed a sound philo- 
logical instinct for style and understood by these discussions 
actual works of Aristotle, as did Bemays (and then they came 
into irreconcilable conflict with the reference to exoteric discus- 
sions in the Eudemian Ethics^) ; or else they started from this 
passage and constructed with reckless logic as empty a sense as 
possible for 'exoteric', which was not so much an explanation as 
a way of escaping the dilemma, and which violated all the laws 
of philological interpretation.^ Now that v/e have restored the 

^ The Oxford translators sometimes render £|wtepikoI Xoyoi by such phrases 
as 'discussions outside our school', thus implying a view different from that 
maintained in this book While preservmg their versions as much as possible, 
for the sake of easy reference, I have been obhged to bring them into line with 
the theory of this chapter. Tr. 

® Hermes, vol xv, p- 554 

3 Oddly enough Bemays took no notice of this passage (Eth. End. II i), 
so far as I can see, although he systematically examined all the places where 
Aristotle mentions exoteric discussions On the presuppositions of those days 
it would have toppled his whole edifice 

+ H. Diels, 'tJber die exoterischen Reden des Anstoteles', Ber. Berl Ahad , 
1883, PP- 477 ^ (the passage in the Eudemxan Ethics is discussed on p 481) His 
arguments appear to have found general approval, which is comprehensible m 
view of the situation. To-day there is nothmg for it but to admit that his trail 
was the wrong one The sincerity of his work, however, has prevented it from 
bemg useless. 
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Eudemian Ethics to Aristotle there is no longer anything against 
Bernays' conjecture that the exoteric discussions were definite 
writings, and in fact the literary works of Aristotle. It is con- 
firmed by the new material, without which it would have remained 
a mere hypothesis. The only alteration required is that in the 
present case we are concerned not with a dialogue, as Bernays 
supposed, but with the Protrepticus 

Protr , p. 52, 1 . 12. Eth. Eud. II. i, 1218^ 32 

Sd other things [that is, external All goods are either outside or 
things] should be done for the sake <(in the body or]> in the soul, and of 
of the goods that have their seat in these those in the soul are more de- 
the man himself , and of the latter sirable; this distinction we make 
those that are in the body should even in our popular discussions. 
be done for the sake of those that 
are in the soul, and virtue for the 
sake of phronesis. Phronesis is the 
supreme good [Then comes a 
definition of goods ] 

Protr , p. 59, 1 . 26. 

We assume that happiness is For phronesis, virtue and pleasure 

either phronesis and some kind of are in the soul, and some or all of 

wisdom, or virtue, or the greatest these seem to all to be the end. 

possible amount of pleasure, or all 
three [Then follows a more de- 
tailed account ] 

Protr., p. 41, 1 . 20. Eth. Eud. 1219^ 28. 

One part of the soul is reason Let it be assumed that the parts 
This is the natural ruler and ]udge of the soul partaking of reason are 
of thmgs concerning us The two, but that they partake not in 

nature of the other part is to fol- the same way, but the one by its 

low it and submit to its rule. natural tendency to command, the 

other by its natural tendency to 
obey and listen 

Elements that have been taken over ready-made into the 
Eudemian Ethics, and somewhat hastily put together, are to be 
found in the Protrepticus not merely in a form that for the most 
part verbally echoes them, but also, which is more important, 
in the context to which they were originally organic. 

Protr., p. 41, 1 . 22. Eth. Eud. II. i, 1218^ 37. 

The good state of everything is Let this then be assumed, and 
that which is in accordance with also that virtue is the test state or 
its proper To attain to one's condition or faculty of all things 
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proper virtue is good A thing is 
in a good state when it has its 
virtue as fully and absolutely and 
admirably as possible. From this 
it follows that the natural virtue of 
a thing ts better when the thing itself 
is better by nature The better by 
nature is that which has more of 
the commanding and leadmg ele- 
ment m itself, as man has com- 
pared with the other animals N ow 
the soul is better than the body (be- 
cause it IS more commanding), and 
within the soul itself the rational 
and intellectual part is better than 
the rest. ... It necessarily follows, 
therefore, that the virtue of this part, 
whatever it is, is the most desirable 
of all things, not merely for us but 
also absolutely or for everyone, 
and everyone would hold, I pre- 
sume, that we are constituted, 
either wholly or chiefly, by this 
part. Furthermore, when a thing 
accomplishes its work as well as 
possible, then, provided that it is 
its work essentially and not ]ust 
accidentally, we must declare that 
such a state of affairs is also good, 
and that this accomplishment is the 
most perfect virtue, in accordance 
with which it IS the nature of each 
thing to perform its work 

A complex and divisible thing has 
several different activities , but if a 
thing is naturally simple, and is not 
relative in essence, it must have 
only one true and proper virtue. If 
therefore man is a simple ammal, 
and if the essence of his substance is 
reason and intellect, his work can be 
nothing whatever but perfect truth 
— ^the discovery of the truth about 
things; but if his nature is com- 
pounded of several faculties, it is 
clear that when a thmg naturally 
fulfils more than one function its 


that have a use and work || This 
is clear by mduction, for in all 
cases we lay this down: e g a gar- 
ment has an excellence, for it has 
a work and use, and the best state 
of the garment is its excellence. 
Similarly a vessel, house, or any- 
thing else has an excellence || 
Therefore so also has the soul, for it 
has a work. And let us assume that 
the better state has the better work', 
and as the states are to one another, 
so let us assume the corresponding 
works to be to one another. And 
the work of anything is its end , it 
IS clear, therefore, from this that 
the work is better than the state; 
for the end is best, as being end; 
for we assume the best, the final 
stage, to be the end for the sake of 
which all else exists. That the 
work, then, is better than the state 
or condition is plain. 


Eth. Eud. II. 1, 1219*’ 32. 

It makes no difference whether 
the soul IS divisible or indivisible, 
so long as it has different faculties, 
namely those mentioned above, 
]ust as in the curve we have un- 
separated the concave and the con- 
vex, or, again, the straight and the 
white, yet the straight is not white 
except incidentally and is not the 
essence of the white.^ We also 
neglect any other part of the soul 
that there may be, e g. the vegeta- 
tive, for the above-mentioned parts 
\i.e. the rational ones'\ are peculiar 


* OmittmgToO, 
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work IS always the best of these to the human soul, therefore the 
functions, for example, health is virtues of the nutritive part, that 
the work of the doctor and safety concerned with growth, are not 
that of the navigator. Now it is those of man. For, if we speak of 
impossible to mention any better him qua man, he must have reason 
work of the intellect, or of the think- and moral action as governing prm- 
ing part of our soul, than truth. ciples .. And just as general good 
Truth IS therefore the essential condition of the body is com- 
work of this part of the soul pounded of the partial excellences, 

so also the excellence of the soul, 
qua end. But of virtue or excel- 
lence there are two species, the 
moral and the intellectual. 

The Ethics considerably alters the order of the ideas. The 
logical structure is more luminous and more systematic in the 
Protrepticus. For good measure the Ethics adds examples 
explaining *by induction' the connexion between virtue and 
work. The application of all this to the soul is performed in the 
Protrepticus with exemplary lucidity, beginning with the words 
‘now the soul' ; but the Ethics merely indicates it with 'therefore 
so also has the soul', and leaves all details for oral elaboration. 
Possibly, indeed, lamblichus found the examples in his source 
but left them out ; yet since they are extremely trite and peda- 
gogical it is more probable that Aristotle did not cite them at 
all in his literary work, but introduced them only when he came 
to write his lecture. We must say the same of the examples of 
convex and concave by which the inseparability of the parts of 
thesoulisexplainedinthe second paragraph. There, incidentally, 
the difference in man's aim as envisaged by the two works comes 
out clearly. In the Protrepticus the sole aim of human life was 
the theoretical knowledge of reason [phronesis). The theoretic 
life hung high above all other aims and was sharply sundered 
from them. The soul, which was described as man's essence, 
was there conceived as the indivisible unity of the pure rational 
soul (after the manner of Plato's later theory of Nus), which has 
rid itself of animal and vegetable existence as well as of will and 
desire. In the lectures, on the other hand, we read that it makes 
no difference whether the soul is a unity or has parts, and prac- 
tice (TTpa^is) now takes its place beside thought (Aoyicrpos) as 
equally worthy. Aristotle now holds that happiness depends upon 
the interaction and equilibrium of the rational and irrational 
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powers in the soul. In saying this he is not merely paymg 
attention to the claims of ordmary life ; he is establishing a new 
ideal, and seeking to overcome the harshness of his previous 
purely mtellectual attitude (see especially 1219^ 39-1220^ 5). 
He was therefore obhged to suppress the passage in which the 
Protrepkcus had represented pure contemplation as the only 
valuable and essential occupation of the human soul (p. 42, 1. 22 — 
p. 43, 1 . 25). All the alterations that he introduces in the Ethics 
are logical consequences of this fundamental change in his ideas. 

The Protrepticus is also the root of what we read in the first 
book of the Eudemian Ethics, We have already shown this of 
the first four chapters by analysing the train of thought in them. 
The sixth discusses the new method in ethics, and we have seen 
that it is throughout directed against the Protrepticus (above, 
p. 233). That the greater part of the fifth also comes directly 
from this work is clear from the following juxtaposition. Aris- 
totle is here giving the proof that life by itself is not the greatest 
good, but receives its value from phronesis. 


Protr., p. 45, 1 . 6. 

It IS obvious to everybody that 
no one would choose to hve, even if 
he had the greatest wealth and 
power that man has ever had, %f 
he were deprived of his reason and 
mad, not even if he were going to 
be constantly enjoying the most 
vehement pleasures, as some vnsane 
persons do. It seems therefore that 
everyone shuns folly as much as 
possible. Now the opposite of 
folly IS phronesis, and of opposites 
one IS to be shunned and the other 
to be desired. As disease is to be 
shunned health is to be desired. 
According to this argument too, 
therefore, it appears that phronesis 
is the most desirable of all things . . . 
For if a man had everything, but 
the thinkmg part of him was cor- 
rupted and diseased, life would not 
be desirable for him. The other 
goods would be no benefit to him. 
This IS why all men belittle all 


Eth. Eud. I. 5, 1215'’ 15. 

About many other things it is 
difficult to judge well, but most 
difficult about that on which judge- 
ment seems to aU easiest and the 
knowledge of it in the power of any 
man — ^viz. what of all that is found 
in living desirable. , . . For there 
are many consequences of life that 
make men fling away life, as disease, 
excessive pain, storms, so that it is 
clear that, if one were given the 
power of choice, not to be bom at 
all would, as far at least as these 
reasons go, have been desirable. 
Further, the life we lead as children 
IS not desirable, for no one in his 
senses would consent to return again 
to this. Further, many incidents 
involvmg neither pleasure nor pain 
or mvolvmg pleasure hut not a 
noble kind are such that, as far as 
they are concerned, non-existence 
IS preferable to hfe. And generally, 
if one were to bring together all 
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other goods so far as they know 
what reason is and are capable of 
tasting it. This is also why none 
of us could endure to he drunk or 
to he a child throughout life. This 
again is why sleep, though extremely 
pleasant, is not desirable, even if 
we suppose that the sleeper experi- 
ences all the pleasures 

Cp Protr. p 40, 1 . 6 Tt is 
thoroughly slavish to long for 
mere life instead of for the good 
life*, a favourite position of Aris- 
totle's. 
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that all men do and experience but 
not wiUingly because not for its 
own sake, and were to add to this 
an existence of infinite duration, 
one would none the more on account 
of these experiences choose existence 
rather than non-existence. But 
further, neither for the pleasure 
of eating alone or that of sex, if all 
the other pleasures were removed 
that knowing or seemg or any other 
sense provides men with, would a 
single man value existence, unless he 
were utterly servile, for it is clear 
that to the man making this choice 
there would be no difference 
between being born a brute and 
a man ... We may say the same 
of the pleasure of sleeping. For 
what is the difference between 
sleeping an unbroken sleep from 
one's first day to one's last, say 
for a thousand or any number of 
years, and living the hf e of a plant ^ 


It is not chance that these parallel trains of thought are so 
like each other. It is inconceivable that Aristotle unconsciously 
formulated a view that was familiar to him in the same way in 
two different places. All doubts are removed by the quotation 
from the Protrepticus that follows a few lines lower. 


Protr., p. 51, 1. II. 

They say that when Anaxagoras 
was asked why one should choose 
to be born and live he answered the 
question thus, Tor the sake of 
viewing the heavens and the things 
in it, stars and moon and sun', 
implying that everything else is 
worthless 


Eth. Eud. I. 5, 1216® II 

And so they tell us that Anaxa- 
goras answered a man who was 
raising problems of this sort and 
asking why one should choose 
rather to be born than not — Tor 
the sake of viewing the heavens 
and the whole order of the uni- 
verse'. 


Since the Eudemian Ethics connects this representative of the 
theoretic life very closely with those of the two others, and since 
this passage is dependent on the Protrepticus almost to the very 
words, we are justified in also ascribing what follows to the same' 
source, down to 1216 ^ 27. We here find Sardanapallus set against 
Anaxagoras as the representative of the life of pleasure, along with 
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Smindyrides the Sybarite 'and others who live the voluptuary’s 
life’. All these persons believe that happiness and the pleasures 
of the senses are one and the same. Even if we had no evidence, 
it would be probable that the Protrepticus named these repre- 
sentatives of the voluptuous life, who are merely touched on in 
the Eiidemian Ethics^ and also those of the life of politics, of 
which the Ethics mentions no examples. The plastic force of the 
idea fits the style of a literary work better than a lecture, and in 
the Ethics Aristotle gives it merely as a bald narrative, without 
the full vividness and effectiveness of which it is capable. As a 
matter of fact, however, Cicero twice quotes a passage from 
Aristotle which proves conclusively that this passage too comes 
from the Protrepticusy In rejecting SardanapaUus’ view of life 
Cicero quotes his epitaph, translating it into Latin hexameters. 

Haec habeo quae edi quaeque exsaturata libido 

hausit, at ilia iacent multa et praeclara rehcta 

He expressly says that he gets from Aristotle both the epitaph 
and the witty method by which he punctures its frivolous view of 
life The resemblance of these passages to that m the Euiemian 
Ethics must not mislead us into supposing that Cicero or his 
source made use of this work. The two main characteristics of 
these passages do not appear in it or in any of Aristotle’s treatises ; 
and since durmg those times only his literary works were read, 
there can be no doubt that Cicero is quoting from one of them. 
His agreement with the Euiemian Ethics is simply due to the 
fact that both used the Protrepticus. 

This becomes stiU clearer when we examine more closely the 
remaining words that Cicero quotes from Aristotle. 'Quid aliud, 
inquit Aristoteles, in bovis, non in regis sepulcro inscriberes?' 
It is no longer possible to determine whether Aristotle reaUy 
said that SardanapaUus' epitaph might just as weU have been 
written on the tomb of a buU. To me the sentence seems unmis- 
takably to reveal his lightly mocking air, but to have been 

* Cic Tusc.Dtsp Y. ^$,101 ,De Ftn II 32,106 Rose prints both as coming 
presumably from the dialogue On Justice (frg. go). Bernays also supposed that 
they were fragments of an Aristotelian dialogue, and suggested the Nennthus, 
of which we know no thin g (op. cit , p 84) He did not compaxe them with Eth. 
Eud. I. 5, 1216a 16, but with, the passage derived from this one in Eth. Nic. I 3, 
1095b 19 The latter is only a faint echo of the Protrepticus, like most of the 
traces of that early work remaimng in this late one 
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somewhat vulgarized In the immediately preceding passage of 
the Eudemian Ethics (1215^^ 35), on the life of the pure pleasures 
of sense, we read: 'No one would value existence for the pleasure 
of eating alone or that of sex, if all the other pleasures were 
removed that knowing or seeing or any other sense provides men 
with, unless he were utterly servile ; for it is clear that to the 
man making this choice there would be no difference between 
being born a brute and a man; at any rate the ox in Egypt, 
which they reverence as Apis, in most of such matters has more 
power than many monarchs/ Since the preceding and the 
following sentences (1215^15-34, 1216^2-10 and 1216^11-16) are 
taken more or less verbally from the Protrepticus it is probable 
that this one is too. The comparison between the Apis-animal 
and the monarchs seems somewhat strange here in the Ethics, 
and is difficult to understand, since previously Aristotle had 
merely said that only a slave would choose such a life; but 
Cicero shows that in the original a comparison was drawn 
between the divine buU of the Egyptians and the royal volup- 
tuary Sardanapallus, and this explains the point of saying that 
in sensual enjoyment Apis has more freedom than all the 
monarchs in the world (1216^2). Aristotle has selected his 
quotations from the Protrepticus rather disjomtedly. We have 
now traced the larger part of the fifth chapter to the Protrepticus 
(down to 1216 27, and as far as the thought goes down to ^ 36). 

Thus the Eudemian Ethics contains many more extracts from 
and elaborations of the Protrepticus than are indicated by explicit 
references to exoteric works. And there are yet more passages 
in which it has undoubtedly been used, especially in the so-called 
Book VIII, whose gospel of the 'contemplation and service of 
God' is borrowed from the deep religious feeling of that early 
work. VIII. 3, 1248^ 27-34, also reminds one of the Protrepticus 
(cp. frg. 57 in Rose) . Finally, there remain to be explained certain 
remarkable passages that have never yet received sufficient atten- 
tion. Two of them are in the eighth chapter of the first book. 
Aristotle there shows that the Idea of the Good cannot be the 
highest good for which we are seeking; in other words, he draws 
the ethical consequences of the refutation of the theory of Ideas. 
For the refutation itself he refers to a published work. 'This 
has been considered in many ways both in our exoteric and in 
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our philosophic discussions/^ By the many 'ways' he means the 
refutation of the theory from the logical, from the ontological, 
and from the physical, points of view, which are clearly distin- 
guished in the Metaphysics, By the 'exoteric' refutation of the 
Ideas he does not mean something 'popular' as opposed to philo- 
sophical, as has been supposed;^ on the contrary, the Meta- 
physics, which also assumes this refutation, expressly describes 
it as the most detailed and complete discussion of the question 
available. He is referring to the second book of the dialogue On 
Philosophy, which had just been published at the time when he 
was lecturing on ethics in Assos 3 By the 'philosophic discus- 
sions' he means his formal lectures, especially those on meta- 
physics, which were also composed at that time. The second 
reference in this chapter is to the same dialogue. 'Further, there 
is the argument written in the discourse (Aoyos) — that the Idea 
itself of Good is useful to no art or to aU arts in the same way. 
Further, it is not practicable', &c.^ The following arguments 
against the Idea of the Good, which are only mentioned and not 

Eth, Eud I. 8, 1217I5 23 , 

2 And as the Oxford translation reads Tr. 

3 Wemust assign the Eudemian Ethtcs to this period for the following reasons 
(i) Its very close relations to the above-mentioned early works. Later on, in 
the Nicomachean Ethics, these relations were obhterated as far as possible (2) 
Its parallelism with the earlier and theological phase of the Metaphysics m ideas 
and problems (3) The loose way in which the parts criticizing Plato are 
worked m in I. 6-8. The passages that agree with the Protrepticus are appar- 
ently remnants of a lecture written while Aristotle was stiU m the Academy 
(4) The dialogue On Philosophy, mentioned m I. 8, is the terminus post quern 
It appeared m 348/7. (5) Conscus of Assos, who is purposely omitted or erased 
from the Nicomachean Ethics, appears as a conventional example in II. i, 
1220a ig, and VII. 6, 1240^ 25, in each place obviously with a humorous 
purpose There is nothmg m the train of thought that obliges Aristotle to call 
him ‘the darkest man in the market-place'. It can be explained only by the 
situation m which he uttered these words 

^ Eth Eud I 8, 1218a 36 This reference, together with that in Book VII, 
which IS discussed m the next paragraph, was declared spurious by Wilson and 
thereafter by Susemihl The manner seemed unusual But in view of the 
number of references to exoteric works in this early period, and of the 
systematic reciprocal influence of writing and teaching that they display, there 
is really nothing surprising in it, Aristotle also refers to oral discussions in the 
Academy, as m Eth, Eud VII. 6, 1240a 22 (‘By a man's attitude to himself the 
other modes of friendship, under which we are accustomed to consider friend- 
ship in our discourses, are detemained') ; and to an inquiry, obviously dia- 
lectical in character, conducted by means of the accepted definitions 'the 
vanous definitions of friendship that we give in our discourse' (VII ii, 
1244a 20). 
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developed, are also part of the extract from this dialogue. That 
which is 'written' is available to all, and may be found in 'the 
discourse' Aristotle must therefore be referring to a work that 
had received literary publication, and that was too well known 
in the circle to which he was lecturing for him to mention its 
name. This confirms the conclusion that we should draw from 
his copious use of the ProtrepticiLs . when he first began to lecture 
he constantly referred to his dialogues and to the Protrepticus, 
and presupposed that his hearers were familiar with them. 

There is a similar reference in Book VII . 'as it is written in the 
discourse' (1244^ 30). And a few lines lower we read 34) ; 'We 
must put together two statements made in the discourse, first 
that life is desirable, and secondly that the good is so . . (lAsi 
yap &[xa ovvSeTvcxi 2 lUo ev tc 5 Aoycp, oti te to jfjy aipETOV, Kai 
OTi TO dyocGov . . . ). The words that follow are corrupt. Now 
these two statements were actually made in the Protrephcus. 
It was said there that the affirmation of the will to live is at the 
same time the affirmation of the desire for knowledge, since the 
life of men, in contrast to that of animals and plants, is con- 
sciousness and knowledge (aiadavEoGoci, yvoopijEiv) ^ But this is 
exactly what we find a few lines higher up in the Eudemian 
Ethtcs 23) It is followed immediately by the sentence con- 
taining the phrase 'as it is written in the discourse’. Here too 
the text is corrupt, a word having fallen out, but the sense is 
clear: if one could make the experiment of cutting consciousness 
and knowledge out of a man, and if this man nevertheless 
retained the power of observing his state of mind, or what was 
left of it, he would find himself observing a totally different 
being, as if somebody else were living m his stead The corre- 
sponding passage of the Protreptious is not preserved, but it 
certainly must have existed, for this very method of excision, 
abstraction, and isolation, for which Aristotle appeals to 'the 
discourse', is constantly used in that work,^ and the view that 
knowledge and intellect are man's true self is used there to 
establish the injunction that we should live only for this higher 
part. We see then that during the time when the earliest lectures 

* Iambi Pvoty , p 56, 1 22, and p. 44 , 1 11. 

^ Ibid , p. 44, 1 II , p 45, 11 8, 18, and 25 , p. 53, 1 3 Cp. Eth. Eud 1 5, 
1215b 32, VII. 12, 1245a 14, and VII 14, 1248a 39, 40, and b 2. 

3803 S 
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on ethics were being written philosophical discussion in the school 
at Assos turned mainly on these writings. 

The ancient problem of the exoteric discourses is now settled 
once and for all. We have not merely demonstrated the fact 
that Aristotle used his literary works in his lectures — this would 
hardly have needed proving, since he himself frequently speaks 
of so doing in an unmistakable manner (xpfjo^ai) — ^but also 
revealed, by means of our new material, exactly what writings 
it was that he used, and what is the philosophical explanation 
of this remarkable fact It is bound up with his development. 
In the earliest period after his break with Plato's theory, when 
it became necessary completely to rewrite aU the main branches 
of philosophy, he took from his early compositions whatever he 
could stm use, and constructed the new with the help of the old. 
At the end of the first book of the earlier Ethics, for example, 
the criticism of the Ideas, borrowed from the dialogue On Philo- 
sophy, stands somewhat isolated between older passages taken 
from the Protrepticus ; the Nicomachean Ethics, on the other hand, 
provides a whole new scheme, which naturally presupposes his 
new point of view from the outset. The part played by the Pro- 
trepticus in the earliest Metaphysics has already been discussed. 
In Assos Aristotle could still think that his distance from Plato 
was not so great but that he might everywhere connect with his 
Academic period. Later on he discovered more serious conse- 
quences in his new ideas. They led him farther and farther away 
from the old. His early Platonic writings then dropped entirely 
out of sight ; and it seems that he even abandoned the beginnings 
of his emancipation from Plato, his own first attempts at a critical 
philosophy, as being still too penetrated with the presuppositions 
of his dogmatic period. This appears to be the explanation of the 
fragmentary condition of the earliest Ethics and Metaphysics,'^ 

^ I cannot leave this subject without mentioning the three books that are 
common to the two versions of the Ethics Eth Ntc VI cannot belong to the 
Eudemtan Ethics because of its view otphronesis, which is essentially later than 
that in Eth. Eud I and VII, and argues against it We must suppose that these 
three books entered the Eudemian version together and at a later time, and 
therefore that they come from the Nicomachean edition ; but this does not prove 
that the latter is all of a piece The absence of connexion between the two 
accounts of pleasure, in Books VII and X, remains a problem That in Book 
VII IS presumably somewhat earlier than that in Book X It presupposes a 
different conclusion. 



CHAPTER X 

THE ORIGINAL POLITICS 

I F we possessed the writings that the ancients knew of we 
should have a picture of Aristotle's political development 
reaching from his Academic beginnings down to his old age. 
The series starts with the two books on the Statesman, suggested 
by Plato's work of the same name, and the four ‘bulky' books 
On Justice ^ While these writings would have given us exact er 
knowledge of the connexion between Aristotle's politics and 
Plato's, Alexander or On Colonization, a memoir in the form of 
a dialogue, also lost, would have introduced us to the late 
period when the royal pupil was breaking and making empires 
in Asia, while the ageing philosopher followed the dizzy flight 
of his fortunes from afar with anxious eyes. The loss of this 
work has hidden from us what we should most of all have liked 
to know — ^what effect this world-wide change in the historical 
scene had on Aristotle's political thought.^ The work on Mon- 
arohy, whose genuineness we have neither the material nor (in 
view of the testimony of the Alexandrian catalogue of Aristotle's 
works) the right to doubt, must belong to the time when he was 
preparing Philip's son for his high office, or, rather, must be the 
sign of the close of that period. We shall not doubt for an instant 
that in this book the philosopher, who wrestles with the pro- 
blem of monarchy so seriously in his Politics, tried to give new^ 
ethical and spiritual content to the traditional idea of a king.3 
* Cic De Rep III 8, 12 

^ A sidelight IS thrown on his views of the problem of the relation between 
Greeks and Asiatics, which was necessarily decisive as regards methods of 
colonization, by the fragment of a letter to Alexander m which he advises him 
to behave towards the Greeks as a leader and towards the barbarians as an 
absolute and unlimited monarch, to which they were accustomed ; to treat the 
former as friends and equals, and the latter as 'animals or plants' (frg 658) 
The dissent of Eratosthenes and Plutarch shows how emphatically the humane 
Hellenistic cosmopolitans rejected this view. Although it is typically Greek, in 
Aristotle's case it was certainly the result of sober reflection on the facts The 
attempt to assign this fragment to the work On Monarchy (Heitz, Die verier enen 
Schnften des Aristoteles, p. 206) does not seem to me successful. 

3 It mufet have been a communication sent to Alexander on his ascending the 
throne, somewhat like the Protrepticus and Isocrates' Nicocles ; that is to say, 
of a more general and ethical nature. To a king standing at the summit of 
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All these are serious losses as regards the history of the time 
and the personaHty of the thinker; but the disappearance of 
that monument of Peripatetic scholarship, the collection of 158 
constitutions, has dealt our knowledge of Greek history and 
culture an incurable wound. The fortunate recovery of the first 
book of the collection, the Constitution of Athens, written by 
Aristotle himself as a sort of canon for the whole, has at any 
rate made it certain that the undertaking was not organized 
until those last decades in which he reached his maturity. 
Nothing IS more significant of the form his development took 
than the fact that he did not pile up this gigantic mass of 
material until the systematic foundations of his political thought 
had long been laid, whereas theoretically it ought to have pre- 
ceded them. The two points furthest removed from each other 
in time, the books On Justice and on the nature of the Statesman 
at the beginning, and the collection and classification of constitu- 
tions at the end, make the general direction of his development 
certain 

Our prime object of interest is the beginning, the breaking 
away from Plato. Our main source of knowledge must always 
be the analysis of the extant eight books of the Politics ; but this 
analysis can hope for results only if, here as with the Ethics and 
the Metaphysics, we take what remains of the early writings as 
a criterion by which to estimate the extent of Aristotle’s continu- 
ally increasing distance from his starting-point. Here again the 
newly recovered fragments of the Protrepticus give us some valu- 
able material, and make good to some extent the irreparable 
loss of the main political works of his early days. 

Plato’s aim was to make politics a science by uniting it 
inseparably with the theory of individual virtue and basing it 
on knowledge of the Idea of the Good. The 'Reptiblic* is built 
upon the inquiry into justice. This was the model for Aristotle’s 

power and success one does not send philosophical advice as to the way in 
which he should regard his of&ce This agrees with what Cicero says {Ad Att. 
XII 40, 2 and XIII. 28, 2) of a 'hortatory' letter of Aristotle's written at 
Alexander's request and dealing among other matters with the question of true 
fame. The commumcation On Monarchy informed the Greeks of the ethical 
and political principles in accordance with which Alexander had been taught, 
and by askmg his tutor to set them down and pubhsh them in a 'hortatory' 
letter the young prince clearly indicated his intention of ruling in the spirit of 
them. 
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books On Justice, which Cicero in turn names as his models in 
his Republic. In Aristotle's first independent Ethics the Good 
was no longer the real object of all ethical and political science ; 
but in his earliest period it was the kernel of politics, just as it 
is the central theme in Plato's Republic. We know this from the 
important fragment of the second book of the Statesman m 
which the Good is described as the most exact of all standards. 
This presupposes Plato's later theory of Ideas, which, as we 
have already seen, was chiefly concerned, as regards ethics and 
politics, with the problems of exactitude and of the norm, and 
emphasized the notions of measure and measuring ^ The point 
is confirmed by the Protrepticus, which brings out in a note- 
worthy manner the exactitude of political science and contrasts 
it, as a new form of theoretical knowledge, with the politics of 
practical statesmen Its purpose, we there learn, is not to treat 
a particular state by all the methods that experience suggests ; 
such a procedure — ^the sole one that the Aristotle of the fourth 
and fifth books of the Politics admits at all for general practice^ — 
is expressly condemned. 'Just as no man is a good builder if 
he uses no line or other such tool, but imitates other buildings, 
so perhaps if a man who is making laws for a city or practising 
politics looks to and imitates other human actions or constitu- 
tions, whether Spartan or Cretan or other such, he is not a good 
and perfect lawgiver. For the copy of a thing that is not ideal 
(KaAov) cannot be ideal, and the copy of a thing that is not 
divine and permanent cannot be divine and permanent '3 Only 
the pure philosopher, who rids himself absolutely of empiricism 

' See above, p 87 

^ In Pol IV I, 1288b 21-12893 7, the conventional theory of the ideal slate 
IS criticized for concerning itself only with the construction of a state in 
accordance with ideal standards, and not with the question, usually more 
urgent in actual politics, how to better a given state that does not conform to 
the ideal standard, but is perhaps thoroughly inferior and rotten This cannot 
be done, indeed, without the erection of a standard, but still less can it be done 
without copious experience and the knowledge of analogous cases in reality, as 
IS shown by Books IV-VI of the Pohhcs 

^ Iambi Protr , p 55 , 11 7-23 It is interesting to note that the sophistical 
theory of the state, which held that the perfect constitution was realized at 
Sparta or in Crete, is rejected in the Protrepticus because it is too close to 
empirical reality or takes its standards therefrom, whereas in Pol IV. i, 
1288b 41^ it IS rej ected for the opposite reason that it proceeds too schematically 
and refers everything to a norm, instead of adapting itself completely to the 
actual given case. 
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and looks to the law of nature and of being as the highest arche- 
type, who, like a good helmsman, casts anchor only on an eternal 
and permanent bottom — only he can give enduring laws, and 
only his practice is right and normative ^ The notion of nature 
here, occurrmg several times, is unambiguously distinguished 
from Aristotle's later conception of (puuis by the synonyms used 
for it . It means that which at once ts and ought to he, in accordance 
with Plato's metaphysics. Its peculiar colouring is obtained by 
the emphasis of its archetypal character. The banausic arts con- 
struct their canon — this example must be taken symbohcally — 
in accordance with nature. In the same way the most exact of 
all arts, philosophical politics, takes its canon from nature itself 
(9OC71S otUTTi), which is the being of the Ideas. It is in fact a 
canonic of values, concerned exclusively with absolute standards 
(opoi). The relation between this theoretical politics and the 
practical kind is described by means of the clever simile of the 
eye, which does nothing and produces nothing, except to distin- 
guish visible things and make them clear, and without which 
nevertheless we should be practically helpless and unable to 
move.2 This is politics as developed in Plato's Statesman. The 
sluggish mechanism of a system of abstract law is there con- 
trasted with the royal artist in statecraft, whose livmg know- 
ledge of the Ideas gives him an adaptability in face of difficult 
cases of practical politics such as can never be obtained by mere 
chapter-and-verse booklearning, but is to be compared rather 
to the art of the physician, because it arises from living and 
productive knowledge.^ 

^ Iambi Pyotr,, p 55, 1 . 24 

^ Iambi Pyotr , p, 56, 1 . 4. *For just as sight makes and constructs nothing 
(for its only function is to distinguish and reveal each visible thing), and yet it 
enables us to act and helps us very greatly in our actions (for we should be 
almost completely unable to move if we were deprived of it), so, since theoreti- 
cal knowledge also exists, it is plain that we do thousands of things m accor- 
dance with it, and choose some things and shun others, and m general get all 
good things by reason of it " This passage of the Protrepticus has influenced 
Eth. Nic, VI. 13, ii44h II, where Aristotle elucidates the function of phrones^s 
with the example of 'a strong body that moves without sight' and hence 
'stumbles badly'. 

3 The Greeks called the sciences 'arts' because they never for an instant lost 
sight of the cultural pro ducts of theoretical activity Art or T^xvn really includes 
both the whole content of the theoretical knowledge (and m this sense Plato 
and Aristotle contrast it with experience, because by knowledge they mean 
somethmg conceptual) and the power that makes this knowledge fruitful in life 
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Thus the sole form of political thought originally recognized 
by Aristotle was that handed down by Plato, the Utopia. He 
sought for the absolute standard, which is not to be found in 
experience. 

With this insight let us approach the extant eight books of 
the Politics. The characteristic feature of their construction is 
that the whole culminates in an account of the ideal state (ocpioTTi 
TToAiTeia) in the last two books (VII and VIII). ^ This high point 
rests, however, on the broad empirical basis of a theory of 
the manifold forms of actual political life, with their varieties 
and their transfoimations into one another, to which is added 
a casuistry of the diseases of the state and the methods of treat- 
ing them (IV-VI) The preceding book (III) determines the 
elementary presuppositions of politics by developing the concep- 
tions of city and citizen, and by deriving the various forms of 
constitution from the various modes of allotting political rights 
in the particular states. We are here giving only a rough out- 
line of the content, in order to make the main features of the 
construction appear as clearly as possible. In Book II Aristotle 
prefixes to this theory of the elements a critical survey of the 
systems of previous political theorists. To this again the first 
book provides a stiU more elementary introduction, discussing 
the fundamental kinds of government (ocpX'H) more from the 
sociological or economic point of view, and thus taking its start 
genetically from the simplest components of political life. 

There is a thoroughgoing inner logic in the combination of 
these books into a whole. Everything appears to lead up, in 
methodical progress, to the crowning aim, the ideal standard of 
a state fulfilling all wishes. But for centuries, ever since the 
Politics has been systematically studied, close critical examina- 
tion has revealed difficulties that make it improbable, and in 
fact impossible, that the treatise as we have it was ever planned 
as a whole or sprung from a single creative act of the mind. Up 
to the present scholars have spoken mainly of the difficulties 
in the literary composition ; but we must not apply literary 

* I follow the traditional numbering of the books, as found in the manu- 
scripts, and not the alteration preferred by most editors I do not mean to 
deny that there is a kernel of correct observations at the basis of their procedure, 
but the difficulties cannot be wholly removed by changing the order of the 
books. 
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standards here^ and the fact is that the problems of composi- 
tion have a deeper root ; the philological aporia arises out of a 
difficulty in the philosophical method and structure. For the 
present, therefore, we will not enter into detailed analysis, or 
follow Aristotle book by book, only to lose ourselves, as has so 
often happened, in purely external questions about the correct 
position of passages and books. We must begin by observing 
the peculiar Janus-face that the Politics presents as a whole, 
gazmg on the idealists as if it were a Platonic Utopia and on the 
realists as if a sober and empirical science, and yet obviously 
being really both at once. 

In boldness of creative fancy and in legislative magnificence 
Aristotle's ideal state is not to be compared with Plato's Republic 
or even with his Laws, It has been truly said that in the Laws 
Plato moderates his state in order to bring it closer to reality, 
and that Aristotle relaxes it still further. In doing this he is 
foUowmg the path taken by Plato in his old age, but much more 
is he following his own inward tendency, which seeks to recon- 
cile the Idea and the reality at all costs. He tells us himself 
that for an imaginary ideal state we may assume conditions as 
favourable as we please, but not impossible.^ The Utopian 
part of his Politics, however, is not its real strength, although the 
ideal state gives the mark by reference to which the external 
organization of the whole structure is deteimined. The reaUy 
original and characteristic feature of the work is the way in 
which it takes over Plato's notion of an ideal state and supports 
it with a broad empirical foundation amounting to a descriptive 
science of constitutions, the method of which it develops with 
profound insight. The important thing for Aristotle is the weld- 
ing together of the two forms of politics, the combination of 
Books VII and VIII, containing the ideal state, with IV-VI, 
which develop the theory of actual historical states, or rather 
of the manifold varieties, diseases, and treatments, of actual 
states. The principle of this arrangement is clearly expressed 
by himself at the end of the Nicomachean Ethics, where he joins 
politics to ethics in order to unite the two into a single compre- 
hensive science of man, including both the individual and the 

^ Pol II 6 , 1265a 17 (in the course of the criticism of Plato's Utopias), and 
VII. 4, i325l> 38 
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social aspects (f| Trepi tcc avOpcbirivoc cpiAoaotpia). 'First, if any- 
thing has been said well in detail by earlier thinkers, let us try 
to review it; then in the light of the constitutions we have 
collected (ek tcov auvriyiiEvcov ttoAiteicov) let us study what sorts 
of influence preserve and destroy states, and what sorts preserve 
or destroy the particular kinds of constitution, and to what cause 
it is due that some are weU and others ill administered. When 
these have been studied we shall perhaps be more likely to see 
with a comprehensive view which constitution is best, and how 
each must be ordered, and what laws and customs it must use, 
if it is to be at its best.'^ 

This programme obviously implies a turning-point in the 
development of Aristotle's Polihcs In unambiguous language 
he here abandons, the purely constructive method that Plato 
and he himself had previously followed, and takes his stand on 
sober empirical study. What he says is in fact — and nothing 
but his extreme explicitness has prevented his being under- 
stood — : 'Up to now I have been using another method. I have 
made my ideal state by logical construction, without being 
sufficiently acquainted with the facts of experience But now I 
have at my disposal the copious material of the 158 constitu- 
tions, and I am going to use it in order to give to the ideal state 
a positive foundation. This was written at the end of the latest 

* Eth Ntc X. 10, 1 1 Sib 13 to the end. 

® We must always remember that the statements of Aristotle’s pomt of view, 
as we have them in the treatises or rather in the surviving versions of the 
treatises, can be understood only as stages in the living whole of his unresting 
intellectual development Hence there is often something relative about them, 
which IS not fully comprehensible to those who do not bear the other moments 
of the process m mind Many passages in the Ethics and the Metaphysics 
must be taken as self-polemic, in which the philosopher transcends his earlier 
views Among such is the conclusion of the Ethics, 'when these have been 
studied we shall perhaps be more likely to see with a comprehensive view which 
constitution is best’, which refers to an earlier stage when the idea of such a 
painstaking and wearisome detour through the empirical facts had never 
entered his head That the expression Sk tcov duvriyiJ^vcov iToAmicov refers to the 
collection of 158 constitutions — uuvayooyi^ in this sense is common m Aristotle, 
compare cruvocycoyi^ TEyveov — ^has been conjectured from time to time, and much 
useless ingenuity has been expended on denying it, most recently by Heitz {Die 
verlorenen Schnften des Anstoteles, pp 231 ff ) It was, of course, impossible to 
draw conclusions from these words about Aristotle’s development when the 
Constitution of Athens, which belongs to his latest period, had not been re- 
covered, and the Nicomachean had not yet been recognized as the latest edition 
of his Ethics. 
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version of the Ethics, that is to say, in his last decade. The collec- 
tion of constitutions came into being at the same time. It was 
the period during which he gave to his early theological meta- 
physics the broad foundation of a theory of bemg in general, 
while in ethics the psychological and descriptive element began 
to oust the speculative mode of treatment Some may find it 
surprising that this development took place so late. We have 
imagined Aristotle as being on that road from the beginning. 
The fact that his progress was gradual, however, is completely 
proved by the contrast between the last paragraph of the Nico- 
machean Ethics and the method of the Protrepticus and the 
Statesman, while the temporal indications are unambiguous. 
The remark about the introduction of a new and empirical part 
to precede the theory of the best constitution refers to Books 
IV- VI, whose content he there clearly describes; and it has 
long been inferred that these books are composed of the material 
contained m the collection of constitutions, because, quite apart 
from this passage, their attitude towards the subject is different 
and they display an inexhaustible wealth of historical examples.^ 
They are the only books of the Politics that mention recent 
historical events. The allusion to the murder of King Philip 
(336) proves that they were written during Aristotle’s second 
stay in Athens ^ That he took this opportimity to rewrite the 
whole Politics is not said and is in itself unlikely. We must there- 
fore inquire how far it is still possible to distinguish earher and 
later levels. In doing this we may start from the results obtained 
by those who have investigated the proper order of the books.3 

* W. L Newman, The Pohkcs of ArxstotU, vol 1 (Oxford, 18S7), p. 491. 
Wilamowitz, Anstoteles und Aihen, vol i, p 359. 

- Pol V 10, 1311b 2 The murder is not mentioned as a recent affair, nor for 
its own sake at all, but as one of a senes of similar assassinations quoted as 
examples of the murder of pnnces for revenge (Tmcoplots Hence the 

passage may have been wntten much later Zeller, Anstotle and the Earher 
Peripatetics, vol 1, p 154, n 4, infers from it that the whole Politics was 
wntten late, but the question is precisely how far its chronological implication 
can be extended Only Books IV— VI, which Anstotle descnbes at the end of 
the Ethics as based on the collection of constitutions, and which have this ongin 
unequivocally stamped on their faces, can be assigned with certainty to the last 
period in Athens They are contemporary with the production of the Nico- 
machean Ethics. That the rest is earher will be demonstrated below The first 
book, however, is an exception 

3 "Wilamowitz was the first person to put forward the conjecture that in 
the Politics later layers are superimposed on earlier (Anstoteles und A then. 
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Ever since the Italian humanists of the Renascence interested 
themselves in the Pohtics critics have attacked the traditional 
order and tried to restore the 'genuine' by means of more or 
less violent alterations. In the nineteenth century these theories 
forced their way into the editions. Thetwoconcludingbooks, VII 
and VIII, were placed after the third, and IV-VI were made the 
end. Within this latter group, again, the fifth and sixth books 
were sometimes made to change places In recent years Wilamo- 
witz has protested energetically against this rage for alteration, 
and certainly such a mechanical operation is unlikely to reduce 
the tradition to 'order'. Our first task must be to obtain an 
understanding of the historical necessity of the actual state of 
affairs. In this, however, we can get substantial help from the 
facts that the critics have brought to light Books II and III 
are not an introduction to a general theory of the state. It is 
clear from their method, from their problems, and from some 
explicit utterances, that they are meant to introduce an ideal 
state in the manner of Plato ^ Those who wished to make the 
last two books, containing the ideal state, follow immediately 
on this introduction, were able to appeal to the fact that II and 
III are closely connected to VII and VIII by mutual references, 
whereas they do not mention the intervening Books IV-VL 
Their connexion with the latter is quit e loose.^ Observant readers 


vol. i, pp, 356 ff ), and it was his keen historical sense that first gave Anstotlc 
his just place m the development of the fourth century as a man and as a 
student of politics 

* It IS clear at the fflrst sight that Book II is a historical and critical introduc- 
tion to a theory of the ideal state, and not to a theory of the state without 
qualification Book III, on the other hand, appears to introduce more general 
questions, the conception of the city and the citizen as such, and the classifica- 
tion of all possible forms of constitution, the bad as well as the good. The 
normative character of this classification shows, however, that Aristotle is 
working up to the best state The latter is really in his mind throughout, see 
III. 3, 1276a 30 ft (and cp VII 4, 1325b 39) , III 4 (where he asks whether 
the virtue of a man and of a citizen are the same or not, for ex 1276b 37 and 
1277a 2 and 5) , III 5, 1278a 8 and 17 (the inquiry into the political rights of 
artisans) , III 9, 1280b 5, 31, 39, and 1281a 2 (the determination of the correct 
view of the slate as an organization for public education, and the rejecbion of 
the ‘Manchester state’) ; III 13, 1284a 1 and b 25; III 14, 1284b 38, III, 15, 
1286a 8 and 15 , and III 18, 1288a 33 to the end. 

^ For references to VII and VIH in HI see the previous note Contrariwise, 
VII 4, 1325b 34, refers back to III 6-8, and VII 14, 1333a 3, refers to HI, 6, 
esp. 1278b 32 ff , with the words ' as I observed in the first part of this treatise’. 
VII. 16, 1335b 4, refers forward to VIII This makes it the more remarkable that 
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could not fail to notice that these intervening books positively 
interrupt and disturb the construction of the best state. For, 
although the end of the Nicomachean Ethics says that they are 
to form the foundation of it, this arrangement never got beyond 
the mere intention, and in point of fact they do not in any way 
prepare for and establish the ideal state, or at least not directly. 
The final consideration was that in the manuscripts the first 
sentence of VII also appears, with shght verbal alterations, at 
the end of III. At the beginning of VII it is given the style 
appropriate to the opening of an independent monograph, while 
at the end of III its form is such as to connect directly with the 
concluding reflections of that book Aristotle's writings contain 
several examples of such technical indications of the order of the 
rolls. The fact that Book VII once followed III was thus no 
longer an hypothesis but an express tradition. 

If we supposed that the closing words of the Nicomachean 
Ethics, which give the outline of the Polihcs, were not written 
by Aristotle himself — as has actually been suggested — ^but by 
his editor, whether Nicomachus or Theophrastus, then it would 
be the latter who interrupted the genuine Aristotelian order by 
inserting Books IV-VI. If, however, this outline comes from 
Aristotle, which seems to me the only trustworthy interpreta- 
tion, he himself inserted them, and the words at the end of 
Book III are a rudiment of the original state of affairs. In either 
case it is proved that VII and VIII originally followed on II and 
III, but if Aristotle himself made the insertion we have no right 
to undo his step. What we have to distinguisR, therefore, is not 
a true and a false, but an earlier and a later, order of the books. 
The difficulty has arisen out of Aristotle's development, and, 
instead of making order by force, we ought to be thankful that 
the tradition stfll allows us a glimpse of the growth of his ideas, 
a glimpse possible, however, only because the final enlargement 
does not arise organically out of the earlier Politics, and because 
the parts are merely tacked, not sewn, together. 

Reviewing our results so far, we have first the original Politics 

III, VII, and VIII take no account of IV — ^VI, especially as IV — ^VI, on the 
other hand, do not lack references to III and VII These latter, however, are 
not such as to demand the insertion of IV — ^VI between III and VII — ^VIII. 
In fact, such an insertion appeared to be excluded by the connexion between 
III and VII — ^VIII and their references to each other (See below, pp. 273-274 ) 
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of the ideal state, directly connected with Plato in virtue of its 
aim. It begins in Book II with a historical survey of the earlier 
theorists about the ideal state, mcluding Plato, and with a 
criticism of their Utopias. Apparently this book was originally 
the beginning, just as the historical part is the beginning of the 
Metaphysics, of the dialogue On Philosophy, and of the books 
On the SouL It was useless, however, as an introduction to any- 
thing but a discussion of the ideal state, and hence a more 
general introduction had to be prefixed to it when the discussion 
developed into a general theory of the state. ^ In Book III we 
have the transition to the fundamental conceptions involved in 
the state. Its main content is the derivation of the six arche- 
typal constitutions from the amount of the share in the govern- 
ment enjoyed by their citizens. Here again we have the charac- 
teristic search for absolute norms and standards, especially in 
the distinction between the true and the degenerate forms. The 
attitude is just as theoretic and conceptual as that of the actual 
description of the best state in Books VII and VIII, to which it 
often refers. We shall return to the latter. 

Over against this speculative picture stands the empirical 
part in Books IV-VI. It shows no trace of the old Platonic 
spirit of constructions and ideal outlines. Aristotle does, how- 
ever, expressly define his attitude towards the older part when, 
at the beginning of IV, he explains that in addition to the con- 
struction of the ideal it is a no less important task of the political 
theorist to examine what is good or bad for a particular state 
in given conditions. The constitution of an absolute ideal, and 
the determination of the best politics possible under given condi- 
tions, are parts of one and the same science. His remarks on this 
point show that he felt a certain difficulty in combining Plato's 
Utopian speculations with this purely empirical treatment, 
although he believed himself able to overcome it. He tried to 
escape by pointing to the analogy of a double form of medicine 
and gymnastics, the one concerning itself with the pure standard 
and the other applying the knowledge thus gained to the given 
case. Throughout the introduction to the empirical part one 
can scarcely help feeling that there is an undertone of polemic 
against the mere construction of ideals, and that Aristotle was 

* For the vindication of the view that Book I is late see below, p 272. 
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very proud of his innovation The uncompromising assertion of 
the unattainable ideal could not help the rent and riven actuali- 
ties of Greek politics. 

The main point, however, is that in the empincal inquiries of 
the inserted books the ideal state is no longer the norm that 
determines what is attainable and desirable in given circum- 
stances. The standard there is immanent and biological. It is 
obtained by immersing oneself sympathetically in the manifold 
possible forms of the state, and not by looking to a single, fixed, 
ideal goal. Hence Aristotle is never weary of insisting that there 
are not one kind of democracy, one kind of oligarchy, and so on, 
but very divergent varieties, and whereas in Book III democracy 
and oligarchy are regarded as merely degenerate and contrary 
to the norm, in IV they are the two types to which almost all 
actual constitutions are in practice to be referred, although 
Aristotle still retains his old systematic division into two cate- 
gories of value, good constitutions and perversions The essen- 
tial thing for the understanding of Books IV-VI is not what he 
preserves of the old, but his new method, which could never 
have been derived from speculation about the ideal state. In 
that speculation the rule was logical division, but here it is the 
feeling for biological form. This comes out clearly in the detailed 
methodical comparison between the theory of the forms of 
state and that of the morphology of animals, which Anstotle 
places at the beginning of his new inquiry. ^ This is tangible and 

^ Pot IV. 4, 1290b 25. ‘If we were going to speak of the different species of 
animal, we should first of all determine the organs that are indispensable to 
every animal, as, for example, some organs of sense and the instruments of 
receiving and digesting food, such as the mouth and the stomach, besides 
organs of locomotion Assuming now that there are only so many kinds of 
organ, but that there may be differences in them — I mean different kinds of 
mouth, and stomach, and perceptive and locomotive organ — ^the possible com- 
binations of these differences will necessarily furnish many vaneties of animal 
(For animals cannot be the same which have different kinds of mouth or ear ) 
And when all the combinations are exhausted there will be as many sorts of 
animal as there are combinations of the necessary organs The same, then, is 
true of the forms of government that have been described ' Then follows the 
parallel between the particular parts of the social organism and those of the 
living thmg. By the way in which he works it out Anstotle shows that he 
regards this not as an ingenious analogy but as a revolution in method ; and the 
result, which he emphasizes again and agam in what follows, is important 
enough : the few forms of constitution distinguished in Book III do not exhaust 
the hst, for each of them is divisible agam according to the way in which the 
parts are combined, and this can vary very widely. 
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unmistakable evidence of the influence exerted on the construc- 
tive way of thinking that he inherited from Plato by the descrip- 
tive sciences of nature^ especially biology and morphology, which 
underwent development on all sides during his later period. It 
is not a question merely of the control of conceptual construc- 
tion by experience. That had always been his tendency; even 
in the old account of the ideal state he had had recourse to 
experience to confirm or overthrow Plato’s speculations. But 
in these late books the unbiased observation of empirical reality 
has led him to a wholly different mode of treatment, which 
starts from the particular phenomena and seeks to discover their 
inner law, like a scientist observing the characteristic motions 
and emotions of a living thing The theory of the diseases of 
states and of the method of curing them is modelled on the 
physician’s pathology and therapy. It is scarcely possible to 
imagine a greater contrast to the doctrine of an ideal norm, 
which constituted Plato’s political theory and that of Aristotle 
in his early days, than this view, according to which no state is 
so hopelessly disorganized that one cannot at least risk the 
attempt at a cure. Radical methods would certainly destroy it 
in short order , the measure of the powers of recovery that it can 
exert must be determined solely by examining itself and its 
condition. 

We must here content ourselves with this general charac- 
terization, and not enter further into the detailed analysis of 
these three books. It is necessary, however, to say one more 
word about the first. As already remarked, it was added when 
the existing structure was enlarged into a general theory of 
politics by the insertion of the purely empirical part It sets out 
the plan of the whole as Aristotle conceived it while working 
on the later version. He intended to develop in the introduc- 
tion the fundamental natural conditions of all pohtical existence, 
in order to construct the state from nature, out of its simplest 
presuppositions. These presuppositions are the three funda- 
mental elements of all social life, master and slave, man and 
wife, parent and child.^ The way in which he carries out, or 
rather fails to carry out, the resulting threefold division of his 
material shows that there were certain difficulties in his path. 

^ PoL I. 3, 12531* 4-S. 
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The first book discusses only the first of these three fundamental 
relations, the question of slaves and its connexion with the 
economy of social life As to the two other subjects proposed, 
marriage and children, Aristotle consoles his readers by remark- 
ing at the end that these had better be discussed in connexion 
with the problem of the family, 'when we speak of the different 
forms of government' (sv toTj irepi tccs ttoXiteiocs). At first 
sight this looks like an incomprehensible failure in consistency 
and lucidity, and it makes the close of this book very unsatis- 
factory The explanation is that he was in an awkward position, 
and only violent means could help him out of it Marriage and 
the family had already been liberally discussed in the earlier 
version of the Politics, on the occasion of the criticism of Plato's 
demand that wives and children should be common. He was 
therefore obliged either to delete this earlier treatment, thereby 
destro3dng the main attraction of his criticism of Plato's Republic, 
or to abandon the account of it in Book I and content himself 
with a reference to that in II.^ He chose the latter. The muti- 

* PoL I. 13, 1260b S-13 It IS not permissible to omit the article before 
TToXmiocs or to change it from rots to rfis This would make the passage refer 
to the part of the Politics that contains the ideal state, which, however, does 
not mention the problem of the family, and it would be poor consolation to 
suppose that the missing discussion appeared in the final part of the last book, 
which IS lost It IS surely a dubious proceedmg to alter the tradition on the 
ground of a passage that may never have existed The expression ‘when 
we speak of the different forms of government' (iv toTs uEpi rfits ttoAiteIos) is 
ambiguous In IV 2, 1289a 26, ‘our original discussion about governments' 
means the classification of constitutions into six kinds in the third book. In 
II I, 12 Sob 29, Aristotle understands by the ‘other constitutions', in contrast 
to his own ideal state, the Utopias proposed by other theorists, which he 
criticizes in that book, at the end of the same book he again sums up this 
inquiry under the name of ' our inquiry mto the various constitutions ’ (iz74b 26) 
Now the problem of the family is fully discussed in the criticism of the com- 
munity of wives and children in Plato's Republic (II 3-4) , and, although 
Anstotle there develops his own view somewhat indirectly, by contrast with 
what seems to him a mistake, this very indirectness is mentioned in the pre- 
liminary announcement m I 13, 1260b 10 ’ ‘The relations of husband and wife, 
parent and child, their several virtues, what m their intercourse with one another 
IS good and what is evil, and how we may pursue the good and escape the evil, 
will have to be discussed when we speak of the different forms of government ’ 
He here indicates a treatment of the question in the form of a criticism of the 
wrong view. If he had meant to discuss it in the same way as he does the 
problem of slavery, it would be impossible to conceive any reason why he 
should not have done so immediately after the former ; but Book I was written 
to precede a pre-existmg treatise in which the question had already been dis- 
cussed, as IS proved by the brusque transition to Book II, where we are told 
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lated structure of the first book is thus the consequence of its 
adaptation to the older version The concluding passage, which 
IS intended to make the transition to the older part with its 
problem of the ideal state, also betrays the difficulty of doing 
so by its remarkable tortuousness — this has even been made a 
reason for denjnng that it is genuine , and yet it does not succeed . 
in disguising the abrupt change of thought which strikes the 
reader of the opening sentence of Book II. 

These results may be confirmed by examining the system of 
references. There are in fact two distinct sets, imposed one on the 
other, and partly contradicting each other. At first, naturally, 
the scholar treats them as all on a level and tries to harmonize 
them. Then he sets them against each other and declares one 
half to be interpolations. But the only way to untie the knot is 
to bear the facts of Aristotle^s development in mind, and so to 
distinguish the references that must have occurred in the old 
sketch of the ideal state (because they presuppose that alone) 
from the later ones, which presuppose the whole Politics as 
it now stands The only directly demonstrative references, 
naturally, are those that conflict with the present state of the 
Politics. Those that presuppose it may belong to the lost version, 
and hence prove nothing If we make a division into two groups 
on this principle, we find that what is presupposed by the groui>- 
conflicting with the present state of the treatise is that the books 
containing the ideal state (II, III, VII, VIII) were originally 
united and independent Book III was once the real beginning of 
the treatise, since the contents of II are merely negative. Hence 
it is often referred to with the phrase 'at the commencement of 
our inquiry’ (ev toTj TTpcirois Xoyois) Even Book IV refers 
to III in this way, although it belongs to the later version ; and 
this shows that IV-VI were inserted before the first book was 
prefixed to the whole.^ Before the first book was written 

witliout warning that the aim of politics is to set up an ideal state, although 
until that moment the discussion had been concerned solely with the state in 
general 

* For Book III or the beginning of it referred to as 'at the commencement of 
our inquiry' see III 18, 1288a 37 ( = III 4); VII 14, 1333^3 ( = HI. 6); 
IV. 2, 1289a 26 ( = III 6) , IV. 7, 1293^ 2 ( = III. 4-5) ; and IV 10, 1295a 4 
( “ III 14-17) If Susemihl is right, it also conflicts with the present state of 
the Pohtics when IV. 3, iz9oa i, refers to VII, 8-9, with the words 'which were 
mentioned by us when treating of aristocracy', but we cannot absolutely 

3803 X 
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Aristotle used to refer to his exoteric dialogues for the matters 
now treated there, namely slavery and the doctrine of the 
three forms of rule obtaining within the household (master, 
husband, and father). They were fully treated in those works, 
and so we read in III. 6, 1278^ 30 : 'There is no difficulty in 
distinguishing the various kinds of authonty ; they have often 
been defined already in the exoteric works.' ^ He then gives the 
classification exactly as we find it in the first book ■ the kinds of 
authonty are master and slave, husband and wife, father and 
child. That he nevertheless refers to a dialogue for this classi- 
fication can fail to be surprising only if Book III belongs to a 
version in which I did not occur. In the final version he con- 
ceived the plan of filling up this gap by giving a fuU discussion 
of the matter in an introductory book It then became neces- 
sary to insert in the passage quoted a reference to the fact that 
the subject had already been treated in the first book. But the 
older reference to the dialogues was not removed, and the juxta- 
position of the two is a strange contradiction ^ Aristotle intro- 
duced another reference to I at a passage in VII where he 
touches on the subject of master and slave and the remarkable 
relation obtaining between the references in II, III, VII, and 
VIII, and those in IV~VI, already discussed, can also be satis- 
factorily explained if we bear the development of the work in 
mind .4 The reason why II, III, VII, and VIII, the books con- 

exclude the possibihty that the reference here is to III 4 Newman (The 
Pohhcs of Anstotle, vol. iv, p. 155) suggests III 12, 1283a 14 fE See the next 
note but one ** 

* The Oxford translation, 'in discussions outside the schooT, presupposes 
another view of the meaning of ' exotenc*, but see p 249 above Tr 

® Pol III 6, 1278b 17, If this reference to Book I had been present from the 
begmmng, and I itself therefore were as old as III, it would be impossible to see 
why Anstotle here finds it necessary to repeat all over again what he had 
already said there about the forms of authonty, and to appeal to the exotenc 
works for support It is clear from the other references to exotenc works that 
we have here an extract from a dialogue, and that Aristotle introduces it for the 
want of anything better ; but this presupposes that at the time of writing III was 
not preceded by I- 

3 Pol VII 3, 1325a 30 'about which I have said enough at the commence- 
ment of this treatise ' Here, as in III. 6, 1278b 18, *the commencement of this 
treatise* does not mean Book III, which is its usual sense m the Politics, but 
Book I. That is to say, it presupposes the latest revision. Both references were 
introduced on that occasion. That the Politics contains any references not 
inserted by Anstotle himself I cannot admit 

+ See p. 267 above, 
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taining the account of the ideal state, are tied together with a 
network of mutual references, while they do not mention the 
intervening Books IV-VI, is that they were written as one and 
at an earher time. The same fact also explains why the latest 
and empirical part, and especially IV, frequently takes account 
of the old. 

Let us now attempt to determine more exactly the date of the 
sketch of the ideal state, as against that of the later books and 
of the collection of constitutions As with the Ethics and the 
Metaphysics, we must start from its connexions with Aristotle’s 
early writings — and it is significant that only the older part of 
the Politics shows any such connexions ; the later books, IV-VI, 
evince not the slightest trace of a relation to the dialogues. 
Unfortunately the material at our disposal for comparison is 
extremely poor. The Protrepticus, the only work that we can 
use, helps us solely in matters where the Politics is directly based 
on the The surviving remains contain little that is wholly 

political. This misfortune is to some degree counterbalanced, of 
course, by the fact that the connexion between the Politics and 
the Ethics was much closer in the early period than afterwards. 
Later on, while Aristotle still formally preserved the unity of 
the two disciplines, and even systematized them externally into 
one great whole, the ethics of the individual had nevertheless 
been practically completely separated, beneath the surface, from 
its traditional Platonic yokefellow, and a way was already open 
to the independence that it obtained in Hellenistic times. 

We start with the beginning of Book VII, which lays the 
foundation of the ideal state. It is thoroughly Platonic in 
identif5dng the end of the state with the ethical end of the 
individual ; for this is the meaning of the proposition from which 
the inquiry proceeds, that the best state is that which assures 
its citizens of the best life (cdpercbTOTOs, Spiaros piog). In say- 
ing this Aristotle is by no means subordinating the state to the 
welfare of the individual, as a liberal would do, but is deriving, 
as Plato does, the categories for judging the value of the state 
from the ethical standards that apply to the soul of the indi- 
vidual. To say that the 'best life’ of the state and of the individual 
are one and the same does not mean for him that things are well 
with the state if everybody has good food and feels comfortable. 
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but that the spiritual and moral value of the stale is based on 
that of its citizens Its ultimate source is the evaluating soul of 
the individual On the other hand, the highest ethical concep- 
tion to which that soul attains is the state, towards which man is 
by nature predisposed. 

Plato performs the derivation of the best state from ethical 
standards within a single science. With Aristotle, however, the 
differentiation of ethics and politics has advanced so far that at 
this point he is obliged to remind his readers of the fundamental 
importance of the ethical doctrine of the 'best life*. Now the 
form that the ethical question here takes ('What is the best 
life ?’) is by itself a sign of the date of this picture of the ideal 
state ; for, although its influence can still be detected even in the 
later Ethics^ it there constitutes merely the traditional frame- 
work within which Aristotle develops his realistic and psycho- 
logical doctrine of character, whereas in the Philebus and the 
Protrepticus, and even in the original Ethics, it is still the centre 
of the whole problem of value When, therefore, we find that 
Aristotle, when he has to determine the question of the best life 
in order to establish his ideal state, appeals to his exotenc 
works, we shall not be surprised, but shall give the matter our 
serious attention, and shall not merely consider the literary 
form, as had been done up to now, but also examine the con- 
tent. His language unmistakably implies that he is basing 
himself on a particular work on the 'best life*, and this must be 
the Protrephcus^ Bernays, who was the first to recognize this 
passage as a self-quotation, conjectured the reference to be to 
the totally unknown dialogue Nmnthus,^ which is an incom- 
prehensible view; but he did lasting service in drawing our 
attention to the change of style that takes place in the follow- 
ing chapter.3 From the unusualness of such elevated writing in 
the treatises, and from its coincidence with the reference to the 
exoteric works, he concluded that we have here an extensive 
reproduction of one of Aristotle's dialogues, down even to the 
details. Diels afterwards put the problem of style into a more 
general setting, and explained the striking rise in tone, which 

* Pol VII 1, 1323a 21. Here again the Oxford translation implies a different 
view. Tr 

^ Bernays, Dte Dialogs dss Anstofeles, p. 89 ^ Bemays, op cit , p. 77. 
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occurs in several passages of the treatises, as a sort of SiocTpt(3ri 
intended to produce an ethical effect by working on the hearer's 
subj ective feelings. He did not beheve that any of these passages 
were borrowed from the dialogues.^ After what has been said, 
however, the fact that the treatises frequently make use of the 
exoteric works requires no further confirmation, and the intro- 
duction to Book VII of the Politics is a case in point. Never- 
theless, the elevated style is certainly not to be explained by 
saying that Aristotle has failed to remove aU traces of the 
original tone, for it is thoroughly suitable to an introduction to 
the ideal state, and recurs in similar places where borrowing 
from the dialogues is not to be assumed. ^ The fact is that this 
passage happens to combine both elevation of style and bor- 
rowing from an early work. Aristotle takes from his exoteric 
source not merely the ideas, but also the attempt to make them 
protreptically effective by means of a particular style. 

The first thing that he takes over from the Protrepticus, as in 
the beginning of the second book of the Eudemian Ethics, is the 
division of all goods into external, bodily, and spiritual. Happi- 
ness depends on the possession of all three kinds, although it is 
naturally not so much the philosopher’s business to demonstrate 
the necessity of the external or of the bodily goods as of those 
of the moral and spintual personality. 'No one would maintain 
that he is happy who has not in him a particle of courage or 
temperance or justice ox phroncsts, who is afraid of every insect 
that flutters past him, and will commit any crime, however 
great, in order tO gratify his lust of meat or drink, who will 

^ Diels, review of Georg Kaibel's 'Stil und Text der *A0Tivot[cov TToAitEia des 
Anstoteles' in Gott gel. Anz , 1894; and 'Zu Aristoteles’ Protreptikos und 
Ciceros Hortensms’ in Arch f GescJi d Philos., vol. 1, p 478 In my Ent. 
Metaph. Avist I followed Diels (p 137) , and I still hold it impossible to impute 
to Aristotle such a manner of using his dialogues as to fall into involuntary 
reminiscences of their style like a late compiler If the style changes it is 
always because he intends to produce a particular effect But whereas formerly 
I believed with Diels that this was a reason for dispensing entirely with the 
supposition that Aristotle borrowed from his exoteric works, this inference 
must now of course be abandoned Vahlen^s discussion of the opemng of the 
sixth book of the Politics (Ber. Wiener Akad d Wiss, vol. Ixxii, pp 5 ff.), 
though admirable for its fine linguistic observations, does not help to solve 
Bernays’ problem of the origin of the ideas in this chapter. 

^ As, for example, in the first book On the Parts of Animals, which is the 
introduction to a long series of lectures on animals, and is very general in 
character. 
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sacrifice his dearest friend for the sake of half-a-farthing, and 
is as feeble and false in mind as a child or a madman/ The age 
of this passage is clear from its mention of the four Platonic 
virtues, including phronesis, which is substituted for sophia in 
accordance with Plato's late view. We have seen the same four- 
fold scheme m the Protrepticus,^ The importance assigned to it 
is shown by the four examples. That given for the value of 
phrmiesis can still be found in our fragments of the Protrepticus, 
'No one would choose to hve, even if he had the greatest wealth 
and power that man has ever had, if he were deprived of his 
reason and mad, not even if he were going to be constantly 
enjoying the most vehement pleasures ' And later on we read: 
Tf a man had everything, but the thinking part of him was cor- 
rupted and diseased, hfe would not be desirable for him. The 
other goods would be no benefit to him. This is why all men 
belittle all other goods so far as they know what reason is and 
are capable of tasting it This also is why none of us could 
endure to be drunk or to be a child throughout life.'^ 

This, however, is universally acknowledged, the Pohtics con- 
tinues. Men differ only about the degree, that is, about the 
question which sort of good we need most of. 'Some think that 
a very moderate amount of virtue is enough, but set no limit 
to their desires of wealth, property, power, reputation, and the 
like/ Yet 'happiness, whether consisting in pleasure or virtue 
or both [this was the problem of the Phxlehus and the Protrep- 
Ucus\,^ is more often found with those who are most highly 
cultivated in their mind and in their character, and have only a 
moderate share of external goods, than among those who possess 
external goods to a useless extent but are deficient in higher 
quahties.' These words reproduce ideas and phrases charac- 
teristic of the Protrepticus. The man 'most highly cultivated in 
mind' is the counterpart of the man in the Protreptims who is 
'decked in shining raiment' but whose soul is 'in evil state'. 

“ Frg 52 (p 62, 11 2-4 m Rose) and frg. 58 (p 68, 11 6-9 in Rose) Compare 
Pol. VII. I, 1323b 33-6, and 15, 1334® 22. 

“ Frg 53 (p, 65, 11 4-7 and 15-21 in Rose) 

^ Iambi Protr , p. 41, 1 12, and p. 59, 1. 27, in Pistelli. 

+ Pol VII. I, 1323® 36 jff. ; cp. frg. 57. The method of determining the parts 
played m happiness by external possessions and by the state of the soul is the 
same in both passages. 
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Aristotle mentions this inner 'state' a few lines lower down in 
the Politics, 'The best state of one thing in relation to another 
corresponds in degree of excellence to the interval between the 
natures of which we say that these very states are states/^ The 
PwtrepUcus expresses the same thing more simply. Tf the state 
of a man's soul is bad neither wealth nor strength nor beauty is 
a good for him. On the contrary, the more the excess in which 
these states are present the more and the greater the harm 
they do to the man who possesses them without phronesis* 
(frg. 57 end). 

External goods must have a limit (Trepag) ; for they are means, 
and every means is useful for something. Treated as an end in 
itself, a means becomes harmful to the man who makes him- 
self its slave, or at the least it becomes useless. The more we 
increase inner goods, however, the more useful they are, if the 
epithet 'useful' as well as 'noble' is appropriate to such subjects.^ 
Here again the Protrepticus is the source. In that work we read : 
'To look for some result from every piece of knowledge, and to 
demand that it be useful, is to be absolutely ignorant of the 
fundamental difference between goods and necessities, and this 
difference is very great. Such things as we desire for the sake 
of something else, and without which we could not live, should 
be called necessary conditions (dvocyKaia Kai ouvamcx) ; while 
what we desire for its own sake, even if nothing else comes from 
it, is good in the strict sense. For it is not the truth that one 
thing is desirable for the sake of another, and that for the sake 
of another again, "and so on to infinity; there is a stop some- 
where' (cp. Pol. 1323^7, 'external goods have a limit'). In 
general one must not be always asking 'What use is it ?' or 'How 
does that help us ?' ; there is an ideal ('the noble and good') that 
stands above base usefulness.^ 'Each one has just so much of 
happiness as he has of virtue and phronesis' — ^the formula of the 
Eudemian Ethics. 'God is a witness to us of this truth, for he is 
happy and blessed, not by reason of any external good, but in 

* For Aristotle’s tendency in the Pyotrephcus to express conclusions in the 
manner of formal logic see Iambi Protr , p. 43 , 1 28, and p. 44, 1 . 21, Both of 
these examples also refer to the eligible and the more ehgible. 

^ Pol VII I, 1323b 7-12 

® Frg. 58 (p 68, 1 19, in Rose) At 1 i of p 69 in Rose three lines have 
fallen out after Alyoiiev through a pnnter’s error, cp Iambi. Pyotr, p. 52, 11 . 28 ff. 
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himself and by reason of his own nature/^ (This sort of argu- 
mentation belongs to the period shortly after Aristotle's eman- 
cipation from Plato, when the theological element still had the 
upper hand and still penetrated ethics and politics Later on 
he avoided introducing such metaphysical matters.) That this 
too is copied from the Protrepticus is shown by the fragment that 
Cicero has preserved about the beata v^ta on the islands of the 
blest. 'Una igitur essemus beati [scil. si nobis in beatorum 
insulis immortale aevum degere hceret] cognitione naturae et 
scientia, qua sola etiam deorum est vita laudanda.'^- Here too 
the true nature of human happiness is inferred from the reason 
of God's happiness. This inference, together with the distinc- 
tion between happiness and good fortune, which is developed 
in the next line of the PoliUcs, is found both in the early works 
and in the oldest form of the Ethics and in the ‘Nicomachean 
Ethics , but the whole manner in which it is here treated is that 
of the earlier period.^ The first chapter of Book VII ends with 
these words * Thus much may suffice by way of preface , for I 
could not avoid touching upon these questions, neither could 
I go through all the arguments affecting them ; these are the 
business of another lecture’ (eTepas crxoAiis). The hearer who is 
not satisfied is thus expressly promised another discussion of the 
question. In the Platonic circle in which these lectures were 
written Aristotle expected opposition to his identification of the 
happiness of the state with that of the individual. It would not 
be difficult for a philosopher to merge himself m Plato’s city 
of philosophers and serve its ends, but Aristotle’s new ideal state 
is not to be ruled by Platonic kings. When, in the first chapter, 
he speaks of the identity of the best life for the state and for the 
individual citizens, it is significant that he recognizes as possible 
kinds of life only two : a maximum of pleasure or a life of ethical 
and practical goodness. He does not mention the life of pure 
reason {phronesis)A To this a Platonist would have to reply. 
Then there is nothing for the philosopher but to withdraw 
entirely from political life’ ; and this would be the necessary 
consequence of Aristotle’s own view in the Protrepticus, where 
philosophy alone could determine the highest political norm, 

^ Pol VII I, 1323b 21-26. ® Frg 58 (p 68 , 1 10, m Rose) 

3 Cp Eth, E%a, VIII 2 ^ Foh VII I, 1323b I. 
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and was the lawgiver in the state Now, however, that the ideal 
state had been approximated to reality what room was there 
for the contemplative life of the philosophical individual ? Here 
for the first time the antinomy between state and individual 
becomes a scientific problem, though as yet only in a very 
restricted sense, since it is only the philosophical ego, the ego 
of phronesis, that may have interests higher than the state's to 
represent For the ordinary citizen who is simply the product 
of the reigning political principles there is no such problem in the 
ancient world His membership in the state exhausts his nature. 

But Aristotle demands that in the ideal state the community 
and the individual shall never have irreconcilably divergent 
aims ; and so in the next two chapters of the Politics we have the 
spectacle, the interest of which is more than histoncal and bio- 
graphical, of the author of the Profrepticits, who has now aban- 
doned Plato's city of philosophers, working out the resulting 
inevitable conflict between his philosophical and his sociological 
conscience Like the antinomy between faith and knowledge 
in metaphysics, and that between character and the speculative 
mind in ethics, this between the state and the individual (the 
latter being equivalent to cultural values) is not theoretically 
possible until we come to Aristotle's mutilated version of Plato. 
The original undivided unity of the active forces in Plato's 
romantic myth of the state could no longer restrain the tendency 
of these factors more and more to separate and diverge. Aris- 
totle tries to reconcile them once again into a higher unity. The 
thoroughgoing upholders of the contemplative life had long seen 
that the ultimate conclusion of Plato's ideal was to shun all 
actual states and live as a metic (^eviKog pfog), for where was 
the philosophically adjusted state in which their ideal could 
find a place? All actual constitutions, it seemed to them, were 
just might, nothing but might, tyranny, and slavery. The solu- 
tion was not to act, not to rule, not to incur the reproach of 
taking part in the despotic horror of political activity, with its 
selfishness and its hunger for power. With such thinkers Aris- 
totle contrasts those who hold that to act forcibly and to rule 
is the only thing worthy of a man. There are states whose whole 
constitutions and laws are aimed solely at breeding a proud, 
masterful, and warlike spirit in their citizens. And so far as 
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constitutions are not lifeless products of chance, which most of 
them are, they are without exception of this character accord- 
ing to him.i Now his new ideal is constructed as a mean between 
these two radical extremes. The boundless individualism of the 
thoroughgoing Platomst, who prefers absolute freedom to tak- 
ing part in a despotic state, and wishes neither to rule nor to 
be ruled, is indeed ethically better than the modern state's 
ideal of power, he says, but rule is not necessarily despotism, 
and a large number of men are simply bom' to be dependent. It 
is also unjustifiable to condemn action and praise inactivity. 
He IS incomparably Greek when he declares that there must be 
truth m the view that 'he who does nothing cannot do well'. 
To the Hellenic mind this was a certainty that required no 
discussion. Clearly Aristotle can combine the philosopher's 
ideal life with this view of the purpose of state and society only 
by representing philosophic contemplation as itself a sort of 
creative 'action'. Here again he is opening up new roads, and 
making a new tie to replace Plato's shattered mythical synthesis 
of knowledge and life. The activity of the creative mind is — 
building- Aristotle has abandoned the lonely heights of the 
Protrepticus. He now places himself in the midst of active life, 
and comes forward as an architect of thoughts (6 rals 2kiQcvoiais 
dpxiTEKTCov), to build a state in which this intellectual form of 
action may obtain recognition and become effective as the crown 
of all the human activities that further the common good.^ Thus 
he wrestles with the reality, whose nature he now sees more 
clearly, and preserves his youthful ideal. His criticism of the 
fundamental ethical and political principles of the Protrepticus, 
and of its theory of the best life, is as much to the fore in his 
early account of the ideal state as we have found it to be at every 
step in the original Ethics ; and this fact not only proves the 
early date of that account, but also allows us, for the first time, 
to give it its right place in the history of his development. The 
original Politics comes, in fact, at the same stage as the original 
Ethics and the original Metaphysics,^ 

* The two types axe described in Pol. VII. 2, 1324a 35 ff. 

® Pol. VII 3, esp. 1325b 15 ff. 

3 The dependence of Bock VII on the Protrepticus is by no means confined to 
the first three chapters, which are analysed above For example, it can be 
clearly detected in chapter 15 also The mention of the four Platonic virtues 
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This gives a fresh meaning to the numerous passages where the 
old sketch of the ideal state refers to the Ethics. They have 
usually been supposed to apply to the Nicomachean version, 
even when the Eudemian was perfectly possible. There remained, 
indeed, the peculiar fact that some of the chief ones would fit the 
Eudefman only, which was supposed to be by Eudemus;^ but 
since in these passages the EtMcs is not expressly quoted but 
tacitly made use of (which is the ordinary thing), it was possible 
to maintain that it was Eudemus who had the Pohhcs before 
him while writing, and not the other way about. Now that 
we have disproved his authorship and determined the age of 
the Ethics called after him, the real relation becomes clear. If the 
sketch of the ideal state must, in view of its close relation to the 
ProtrepticuSj have been written during the forties of the fourth 
century, it is self-evident that it cannot have used any Ethics 
but the original one. In VII. 13, for example, it quotes a long 
account of the right relation between means and end.^ The 
source of this admittedly cannot be the Nicomachean Ethics. 
Nor is it possible to suppose that these ethical reflections first 
appeared in the Politics, where they are only mentioned in pas- 
sing, whereas the Eudemian Ethics gives them in their original 

there (1334^ 22 ff ) is sufficient to show that this whole sketch of the state 
belongs to a very early date, and the topic on the necessity of philosophy and 
of the moral virtues upon the islands of the blest is directly borrowed from the 
Protrepticus (frg. 58) Thence comes also the invective against persons who 
are unable to use the goods of life (frg 55), which follows this topic. So do the 
statements at the end of the chapter about the relation between body and soul, 
and about the parts ol the soul (Iambi Proty p. 51, 1 . 18 — ^p. 52, 1 2) 'The 
deficiencies of nature are what art and education seek to fill up’ (VII. 17, 
1337a 2) IS verbally copied from Iambi Protr , p 50, 11 1-2. ‘Nature has given 
older men wisdom’ (VII. 9, 1329a 15) comes from p. 51, 11 . 24 ff 

* Bendixen was the first to point out (PJnlologus, vol xi (1856), pp. 575 ff ), 
agamst Spengel’s view that the Eudemian Ethics was written by Eudemus, that 
there are several passages where the Politics shows a remarkable connexion with 
the Eudemian Ethics. He did not, however, venture to infer definitely that 
Spengel's declaration of spuriousness was untenable. In the Gottingen dis- 
sertation (1909) that I have already mentioned Von der Muhll reopened the 
discussion of Bendixen’s observations (p 19), but did not examine them in 
detail. Now, however, that we have adequately established the Aristotelian 
ongin of the Eudemian Ethics by another path, and determined that it was 
written while he was moving away from Plato, it is necessary to take a new 
view of Bendixen’s material. 

® Pol VII 13,1331^26. Cp.Eih Eud II. ii, 1227b 19. That the passage is 
borrowed from the Ethics is rendered certain by the fact that this chapter 
expressly refers to ‘the Ethics* m two other places (1332a 8 and 21). 
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context. It is equally impossible that, either by chance or by 
an accident of memory, Aristotle formulated the same ideas 
in the same language in two independent passages. Such an 
explanation is excluded by the existence of numerous other 
similar correspondences with the Eudemian Ethics, some of 
which have very characteristic details. They all go to show the 
same fact, namely that when he wrote the oldest parts of the 
Pohtics Aristotle had the Eudemian Ethics before him and fre- 
quently quoted it ; and the correctness of this view is decisively 
proved by the fact that these remarkable borrowings all occur 
in the oldest books of the Politics, those concerning the ideal 
state. ^ Like the Nicomachean Ethics and the later version of 
the Politics, the original Politics and the original Ethics arose 
in close connexion with each other. 

This same thirteenth chapter makes use of the original Ethics 
in several other passages. That at 1332^ 8 is too general to per- 
mit definite inferences,^ but ^ 21 ff . can refer only to the original 
and not to the Nicomachean version, because the manner in 
which it is expressed exactly reproduces the relevant passage in 
the former, while there is nothing corresponding to it in the 
later. (The passage that the editors refer to in the Nicomachean 
version does not fit. 3) That the Eudemian is meant is also shown 

* Taken in connexion with our whole inquiry this point is final It has never 
previously been remarked. Up to the present the connexions between the 
Pohhcs and the Eudemian Ethics have been examined only m order to deter- 
imne whether the latter is genuine, and this they must be allowed to be in- 
capable of doing Besides the striking borrowings from the Eudemian Ethics m 
Books II and VII of the Politics, and also in III, the distmction between two 
meanings of ‘use', as we find it in Eth Bud III 3, 1231^ 38, also occurs in Pol. 
I 9, 1257a 5, that IS to say, in one of the later parts , and similarly two passages 
of the late Book V contain proverbial maxims that also appear in the onginal 
Ethics (Bendixen, op cit., p 580) These faint echoes are not real proofs, 
however, and cannot be put on the same level as the borrowings in II, III, and 
VII Some of them are reminiscences, and some, hke the two senses of 'use', 
are things that would necessarily be repeated 

* The passage concerns the definition of happiness, and Aristotle refers to 
‘ the Ethics ’ lor it As far as the passage itself goes, this might mean Eth Nic. 
I. 6, logS® 16 , if the other examples did not make it impossible. The emphasis 
on ‘the realization and perfect exercise of virtue’ is, however, a sign of the true 
state of affairs. This formulation occurs in Eth. Eud. II. i, 1219^2, bound up 
with the determination of happiness. It is the standing definition in the earlier 
Pohtics, cp VII. 8, 1328*38 

3 The verbal parallel to Eth. Eud VIII. 3, 1248^ 26, is clear at first sight, 
whereas there is no absolutely convincing correspondence to Eth Ntc III. 6, 
1113*15 ff. 
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by the quotation in 1334“ 40 ff., where the thoroughly charac- 
teristic story of the Spartan view of virtue is taken from Eth. 
Eud. 1248'^ 37 ff as it is also in II, 1271’’ 4 ff. The Euiemian 
distinction between genuine virtue and the spurious Spartan 
kind necessarily assumed special importance for Aristotle when 
he was laying the foundations of his archetypal state More- 
over, its connexion with 1332* 21 ff. is so close as to prove that 
all three places refer to the same paragraph of the Eudemian 
Ethics. In 1332® 21 we read : "This also has been determined in 
accordance with ethical arguments, that the good man is he 
for whom, because he is virtuous, the things that are absolutely 
good are good.’ Eth. Eud 1248'’ 26 runs; ‘A good man, then, is 
one for whom the natural goods are good’, followed by the 
reason, on which Aristotle is relying in this passage of the 
Politics There is also a quotation from the original Ethics in 
the third book of the Pohtics (1278'’ 20 ff.). In contrast to this 
dependence of the earlier books of the Pohtics on the Eudemian 
version there is not a single demonstrable trace of their depend- 
ing on the Nicomachean. 

Another part of the early sketch of the ideal state enables us 
to determine its date more accurately by means of an entirely 
different approach. This part is Book II, which contains the 
criticism of the earlier writers of Utopias, its chief attraction 
being the criticism of Plato, far the most detailed that we have 
from Aristotle Besides the genuine Utopias he discusses Sparta 
and Crete, which were regarded by Greek pohtical theorists of 
the fourth centur^ as having exemplary constitutions (eOvouoO- 
pevai TToAiTElai) He also discusses Carthage.* In their present 

* Book II as a whole is early, but the much discussed concluding chapter 
may be an exception in date as well as in other respects. Aristotle there gives 
a catalogue of lawgivers, and determines the characteristic or l^iov of the 
statesmanship or writings of each Scholars have always recognized that its 
connexion with the preceding book is loose If it were originally intended for 
its present position it would be hard to see why Plato and Phaleas are discussed 
a second time. For this reason Wilamowitz rejects 1274^ 9-15 (Aristoteles und 
Athen, vol i, pp 64 ff ). But obviously the catalogue of lawgivers arose inde- 
pendently and was added to the book subsequently, as I have shown in Ent. 
Metaph Avtst 45. The tendency to collect all possible individual cases, and 
the method of examining characteristics, suggest that it belongs to the late 
penod, when Aristotle was using similar methods in the description of nature. 
The importance of the study of characteristics in Hellemstic science, for 
example in ethnography, is well known. 
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form these chapters must have been written shortly after 345, 
since the departure to Crete of Phalaecus, the Phocian mer- 
cenary captain, is mentioned as having recently occurred,^ but 
in substance they are older, for the ProtrepUous denies that Crete 
or Sparta 'or any other such’ is an exemplary constitution in the 
very same way. These states are there described as 'human 
states', the imitation of which can give only a human construc- 
tion, and never anything enduring and divine.^ Moreover, the 
material that Aristotle uses must surely have been collected 
before his stay in Assos and Mytilene, when Plato was working on 
the Laws and Spartan and Cretan institutions were a favourite 
subject of discussion in the Academy. The new information 
about Crete came from the history of Ephorus, and appeared 
simultaneously in Pohhcs II and in the spurious Platonic 
dialogue Minos, which was probably written shortly after 
Plato's death .3 We do not know Aristotle's authority for the 
Carthaginian constitution, but at any rate he had examined this 
also long before the collection of constitutions was made. In 
these studies he was guided by the idea of a standard. As in 
the Protrepticus, his purpose was to show that the best state 
does not occur anywhere in reality. The notion of the norm or- 
opos, which retires to the background in the Nicomaohean, but 
which we have found still influential in the original Ethics, is 
nowhere so consistently applied as in the account of the ideal 

* Pol II. 10, 1272^20, where pace Newman (op cit , vol ii, p 360) ttoAeulds 
^E viKij means not a foieign but a mercenary war, as Fullebom and Oncken 
have already pointed out The former meaning is later Greek. [The Oxford 
translation follows Newman. — Tr] 

= Iambi Pvoty., p. 55, 1. 17. 

^ It IS not possible to decide with certainty the old controversy whether 
Aristotle used Ephorus for the tradition about Crete or contrariwise. What is 
excluded, of course, is that Ephorus used Aristotle’s Cretan Constitution ; the 
collection of constitutions was made much later, for Ephorus’s work was known 
to Calhsthenes, who went to Asia with Alexander m 334 (see Wilamowitz, 
AnstoteUs und Athen, vol. i, p. 305). That Aristotle should have used Ephorus 
for his cnticism of Cretan affairs in Pol II 10, during the latter half of the 
forties, is not at all impossible in itself, either chronologically or otherwise, 
since he was still far from the real study of particulars that characterized his 
latest penod. On the other hand, in the early VII, 14, 1333^ iS, he speaks of 
Thibron’s work on the Spartan state, and of ‘all those who have written about 
the Lacedaemonian constitution’, and hence he may have had local sources for 
Crete as well. The nature of the inferences about Crete is, however, so similar 
in Aristotle and in Ephorus, and so modem, that one would prefer to suppose 
that a historian like Ephorus was their originator. 
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state, and this is yet another reason for placing this account in 
the same period as the Eudemian Ethics,'^ 

The criticism of Plato's Republic is very important for our 
knowledge of the contrast between Aristotle's nature and Plato's 
because it is not buried in abstract epistemological formulae , it 
was probably finished, together with the main body of the 
account of the ideal state, before the Laws appeared, which 
happened while Aristotle was in Assos The account was then 
completed, while the impression created by this work was still 
fresh. This can be detected throughout. In fact, the actual 
criticism of the Laws itself seems to have been written rather 
hastily. As is well known, it contains all sorts of inaccuracies 
that suggest superficial reading. Aristotle's remains included 
copious extracts from the Laws as well as from the Republic ; 
they were undoubtedly made for critical purposes. At this time 
he lacked the patience to form an exhaustive judgement on the 
work as a whole. He approached it with his opinions more or 
less made up beforehand, thinking himself already beyond it 
and therefore not bound to listen with an open mind. In spite 
of many correspondences in detail he was conscious of following 
another principle. All the more, however, did its powerfully 
realistic method of treatment compel him to make frequent 
isolated references to it, usually of a critical kind, of course. For 
example, 'we must not overlook the fact that even the number 
that Plato now proposes for the citizens^ will require a territory as 
large as Babylon, or some other huge site, if 5,000 persons are to be 
supported in idlerfess, together with their women and attendants, 
whowillbeamultitudemanytimesasgreat' ^ His general opinion 
is : The discourses of Socrates . . . always exhibit grace, originality, 
and thought', but whether they are right is another question. 

* A few examples must suffice In many passages the meaning of the word 
epos vacillates between norm as essence (the necessary determination of the 
essence) and norm as end In Book VII, the actual outhne of the ideal state, 
I have noted the following examples' 2, 1324^^4; 4, 1326* 35-361 1326'’ 23 and 
32; 1327^ 6; 7, 1327^^ 19, 13, 1331^ 36 (apos directly sjmonymous with oKo-rray, 
T^Xos) . 15, 1334a 12, cTKoiras is also frequent • 2, 1324^34; 13, 1331^27 and 31 ; 14, 
1333^3 and 13 Books II, III, and VIII also use this conception of the norm 
often (Bomtz, Ind Avist s v., does not do justice to this meaning of 6pos) ‘ II. 6, 
1265*^32; 7, 1267^29, 9» 1271^35; III 9- 1280^7; 13, 1283^28, VIII. 7, 
1342^33 (cp. also 6, 1341^15). 

^ Ti vOv eipiiiJi^vov TtKf\Bos The Oxford translation involves another inter- 
pretation. — ^Tr, ^ PoL II. 6, 1265'^ 13, 
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It is significant that one of his criticisms of Plato's ideal states 
is that they take no account of foreign affairs. Plato constructs 
his state in a perfectly empty space As to the brutal conflicts 
that arise in actual political existence, he either imagines them 
removed or — ^what would be worse — ^never thinks of them at all. 
It was certainly a clever and accurate observation 'that the 
legislator ought to have his eye directed to two points, the people 
and the country', but what about the neighbouring states^ 
Since there are always neighbours, and since it is impossible to 
bve the ideal existence isolated and undisturbed, whether one 
IS an individual in a state or a state m the community of states, 
it is necessary to have a military organization adjusted not 
merely to the circumstances of one's own land but also to the 
nature of foreign countries ^ The state must not merely meet 
the foe bravely in case of invasion, as Plato demands, but also 
prevent all other powers from desiring to attack it. Aristotle is 
just as sharp as his master in condemning the glorification of 
power and empire as the ultimate aim of the state ; he denies 
that the people should be organized exclusively for the sake of 
war, and that the state should concentrate onesidedly on this 
single way of developing its powers. The characteristic part of 
his view, however, is what he adds to this. The necessities of 
foreign politics force the state into the struggle of conflicting 
national interests, and are liable to give it a direction different 
from that dictated by its ethical end. 

What led him as a Platonist to this change of view ? Clearly 
it was not theoretical reflections, but personal contact with 
actual foreign politics. The Philippics of Demosthenes would 
hardly have this effect on a mind like Aristotle’s, though they 
began before he left Athens. On the other hand, continuous 
intercourse with a practical politician like Hennias of Atarneus 
must have given a new impulse to his political thinking, just as 
he in turn convinced Hermias of the necessity of ethical aims m 
politics. His account of the ideal state was completed in Assos 
and shortly afterwards 

No Greek state of the period was more dependent on 'neigh- 
bouring countries' than that of Hermias. Its unstable equili- 
brium, with Philip's military nation reaching out powerfully 
* Pol II 6, 1265^ i8 ff. 
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on the European side of the Hellespont, and the Persian empire 
jealous of its overlordship on the Asiatic bank, demanded 
unremitting vigilance of eye and ear. And it is remarkable how 
the un-Platonic idea of the necessity for armaments, along with 
the fear of powerful and hostile neighbours, pervades the whole 
account.* In an interesting passage Aristotle attacks Plato’s 
peculiarly Spartan idea that towns should not be fortified.^ He 
declares that in view of modem siege-weapons and the new 
inventions in artillery this is an old-fashioned prejudice, although 
perhaps it was justifiable when one was surrounded only with 
enemies weaker than oneself, as Sparta used to be, and not with 
opponents of crushing superiority. This fits the situation of 
Hermias, who had, in fact, strongly fortified Atameus, and was 
afterwards actually besieged by the Persians without success. 
And the other passage already mentioned refers explicitly to an 
earlier siege of this place.* It is obvious that here Hermias him- 
self was the source of information. After objecting to Phaleas, as 
he had to Plato, that he takes no account of the necessity for an 
energetic foreign policy and for mihtary armament in his descrip- 
tion of the ideal state, Aristotle demands that domestic politics 
also, in which most of these theorists are unfortunately too 
exclusively interested, shall always be conducted in the closest 
connexion with external affairs. Above all, one must avoid amass- 
ing wealth large enough to excite the attacks of more powerful 
enemies and too large to be defended by its owners. In this 
respect the proper standard was set up by Eubulus of Atarneus, 
the predecessor of ftermias, who had previously been a banker. 
He said that 'a more powerful neighbour must have no induce- 
ment to go to war with you by reason of the excess of your 
wealth’ ; and when Autophradates, the Persian satrap, proposed 
to besiege him in Atameus he invited him to calculate the cost of 
the siege, taking into account the length of time required. He 
declared himself ready to leave Atarneus at once for this amount, 
and so brought him to realize that the expense of the project 
would have been out of all proportion to its importance. Auto- 
phradates made the calculation and desisted from the siege. 

* Pol. II. 7, izQy^ig; II. 9, 1269*40; and VII. ir, 1330'’ 32. 

* Pol. VII. II, 1330*’ 32 to the end of the chapter. 

* Pol. II. 7, 1267*19-37. 
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Thus the local colour of Atameus is reflected in the early 
picture of the ideal state. Such a whimsical treatment must have 
been written before it was besieged for the second time by the 
same frightful enemy, before the death of Hermias had dimmed 
the amusing memory of the sly tricks of old Eubulus, his teacher 
in statecraft, and shattered the private happiness of Aristotle 
and his family. In this passage we seem to be listening to 
the actual conversations, while Hermias calls the attention of the 
Platomst, whose mind is open to all impressions, away from the 
ideals and towards the facts. Hermias's efforts in this respect, 
and his voluntarily taking the advice of the philosophers at 
Assos and changing his tyranny into a more moderate constitu- 
tion, are reflected in the high value accorded to this mode of 
government in Aristotle's outline of the ideal state, and m his 
exphcit limitation of the city's size and territory. 

I conclude with a word or two about the character of Aris- 
totle's method in constructing an ideal state. The foundation, 
which he lays m Book III, is the famous division of all possible 
constitutions into six, three true and three degenerate (iTapEKpci" 
creis). He takes over this normative attitude from the political 
works of his Academic period, to which he expressly refers in 
the passage where he develops his sixfold classification Chap- 
ters 6 and 7 of the third book are essentially nothing but extracts 
from those works. Here the course of his development is especi- 
ally plain. Plato had described the various types of constitu- 
tion in the last part of the Republic. In the Statesman this led 
to the construction of a systematic conceptual scheme of true 
and perverted constitutions Aristotle's methodical and archi- 
tectonic trait led him to fasten on this point, as also did the 
fact that the Statesman appeared during his most receptive years 
as a member of the Academy. For these reasons his study of 
Plato's political doctrines is concerned mainly with this work, 
although it seems that from the first he emphasized the economic 
and social aspects of the vanous constitutions more than the 
purely formal ground of the classification. The influence of its 
derivatory, conceptual, and constructive method appears chiefly 
in the fact that he does not make his ideal state simply grow out 
of the earth, as Plato does in the Republic and the Laws, but 
develops it from a complete classification of constitutions accord- 
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ing to their value. This enables him to introduce into the ques- 
tion of the best state, so far as the subject allows, the apodictic 
strictness that was essential to his nature. He is always striving 
for precise conceptions.^ His ideal state is logical in framework ; 
it is a piece of thought-construction in which the state is based 
rigidly on its fundamental elements and conceptions. He is very 
little interested in the vivid and realistic exposition of detail 
that makes the Laws living and effective. In the seventh book, 
for example, the discussion of a point as important as land and 
population is scarcely more than a bare enumeration of the 
various necessary conditions The same is true of the sketchy 
section on the fundamental conditions (cov oCfK aveu) of the 
existence of the state.^ Plato's sovereign legislative art of build- 
ing the state becomes in Aristotle, in accordance with his 
principles, a scientific deduction, no longer purely Platonic in 
anything except its aim, which remains the knowledge of the 
absolutely standard constitution 

Aristotle looks to experience to confirm his conceptual con- 
structions, but this is something entirely different from the 
empirical method of the later books, which contain the mere 
morphology of the actual state It is prior to that not merely 
as the whole is prior to the part or the end to the means, but 
because biographically speaking it is an earlier and less developed 
stage of his political theory. Apart from many famous isolated 
remarks, its special nature and value lie mainly in its deliberate 
employment of the method of derivation. Aristotle's greatest 
creative power, hiS sense of concrete form, his ability to see 
the Idea moving in the flux of the living, reached its maturity 
only in his last period, when he wrestled successfully with 
the unlimited material of particular phenomena. At that time, 

* In this classification every constitution is a fixed conception. Aristotle is 
still far removed from the idea of the later books of the Politics, that there may 
be various sorts of oligarchy and democracy, varying greatly in value, accord- 
ing to the nature and combinations of the various parts of the state For this 
reason it is not probable that the development of the various forms of monarchy 
at the end of III belongs to the book in its earhest shape, that is, to the account 
of the ideal state as written during the forties, especially as it is also con- 
sidered in IV. A more exact analysis would have to determine how Aristotle 
regarded the transition from III to IV when he was introducing Books IV — ^VI, 
and how far he altered the conclusion of III on that account. 

* Pol. VII. 4, 1326*5, and VII. 8, Isas'* 2 B. 
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however, the framework and comprehensive form of his Politics 
had long been fixed, and into it the new matter had to go, 
though it almost burst it. No wonder men have not felt them- 
selves bound by this synthesis, but entitled to use whatever 
parts appealed to them and supported their own positions. 
Nevertheless, it is not a true estimate of Aristotle's achievement 
to take from his political or his ethical construction nothing but 
its rich experimental material, as the empiricist so often does, or 
to think, with the normative theorist, that one is justified in 
regarding it as a secondhand ideal of the Platonic type. The 
great, the new and comprehensive feature in Aristotle's work 
is his combination of normative thought, which had led him to 
set up a fresh ideal state better adapted to reality, with a sense 
of form capable of mastering and organizing the multiplicity of 
actual political facts This sense of form kept his striving for the 
absolute standard from leading to stiffness, and revealed to him 
a thousand kinds of political existence and methods of improve- 
ment ; while his stem grasp of the end preserved him from the 
relativity so easily induced by abandoning oneself indifferently 
to the comprehension of all that is. In both respects, and in the 
union of the two, he may well serve as the pattern of the mental 
and moral sciences to-day. 



CHAPTER XI 

THE ORIGIN OF THE SPECULATIVE PHYSICS 
AND COSMOLOGY 

I N Aristotle's scientific works it is considerably harder than in 
those that are strictly philosophical to come at the essential 
nature of his development. Little can be said about the details 
of the growth of his scientific thought ; and presumably even the 
most searching inquiry into the composition of these writings, 
and the comparison of all details, would not overcome this 
misfortune, although we can say with perfect certainty that in 
view of the intensity of his research his progress was perhaps 
more astounding in this field than in all others, and that here, 
far more even than elsewhere, he must be understood through 
his development if we are really to grasp him in his individuahty . 
It would be absurd to suppose that there is nothing to be dis- 
covered but relatively unimportant details, such as the gradual 
increase of his vast mass of material and the date of that parti- 
cular draft of his lectures which happens to have been preserved. 
We have already pointed out that there are important differences 
in physical doctrine between the dialogue On Philosophy and 
the work On the Heaven (p. 153). We have found him gradually 
emancipating himself from the presuppositions of the mythical 
interpretation of nature, wliich always retained a powerful 
influence over the Ureek mind, and had received fresh impetus 
from Plato's theory that the stars have souls. To examine this 
effort more accurately by means of copious examples would 
certainly be of the greatest interest for the history of Aristotle 
even as a philosopher, for it would bring the immanent tenden- 
cies of his thought clearly to light. The mere order in which he 
devoted himself to the different parts of nature would give us a 
curve which would be something quite other than a series of 
accidental points along the course of his biography — ^so much can 
be confidently affirmed beforehand, since we are dealing with the 
mind of an Aristotle. Up to the present, however, we have un- 
fortunately not attained this insight, and therefore we must here 
confine ourselves to what our inquiries have already revealed to us. 
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It is necessary to begin with a warning against the perpetually 
recurring attempt to determine the temporal order of Aristotle's 
scientific works by means of their forward and backward refer- 
ences. Such references constitute a chronological criterion only 
when they contradict each other or the actual outline of a work, 
and when these contradictions are supported by other observa- 
tions concerning the subject-matter itself Now the works on 
natural science display a rigid system of references, and Zeller 
believed that his view of the order in which they were written 
could be based on this system. ^ According to this view the 
Analytics envisages the Physics as something not yet written, 
whereas the Metaphysics and the Ethics, together with most of 
the other scientific works, quote it or presuppose it ; from which 
it is inferred that the Physics was written between the Analytics 
on the one hand and the Metaphysics, Ethics, and so on, on the 
other, a conclusion further supported by the fact that it does 
not itself quote or presuppose any of these latter works. The 
order of composition would therefore be Physics, On the Heaven, 
On Coming-to-be and Passing-away, Meteorology , and this appears 
to be confirmed by the Meteorology, which lists the other works 
as having preceded itself in precisely this order ^ For the present 
we may disregard Zeller's further inferences about the History of 
Animals, the work On the Soul, and the other writings on organic 
nature. We have here one of those deeply rooted misunder- 
standings to whose ineradicable influence we owe the fact that 
scholars have mostly believed that any exact determination of 
the order of composition was impossible on principle. What this 
method gives us is at best only the order that Aristotle at the 
close of his literary activity believed to be demanded by the 
nature of the subject-matter or by pedagogical considerations; 
it will never give us a glimpse of his development or even of the 
mere order of the composition of particular works. We can no 
more raise a chronological structure on the series of references 
in the physical writings than we can argue from a mention of 
the Ethics m the Politics, or of the Politics in the Ethics, or of 
the Ethics in the Metaphysics, to the priority of the work in 

* Zeller, Anstoth and the Later Perxpatehcs, p 158. Cf L. Spengel, *lJber 
die Reihenfolge der naturwissenschaftlichen Schnften des Anstoteles', . 46 A d. 
Munch Ahad,, vol. v, pp. 150 £E. * Meteor. I i, 338^20. 
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question or of its content, without carefully examining the form 
of the quotation and the way in which it is used, and taking 
account of the possibility that the version referred to is earlier 
or later than the one that has come down to us The supposed 
chronological order is nothing but the general scheme — perhaps 
a thoroughly late idea — into which at the end of his researches 
Aristotle forced the mass of his detailed inquiries. It agrees 
with the order as given in the best manuscripts,^ and that this 
is factual and not temporal has presumably never been doubted. 
We must beware of confusing temporal with systematic priority, 
as it is easy to do, and of equating the time when an idea 
received literary form with the time when it first occurred to the 
philosopher. 

The value of bearing all this in mind would previously have 
been purely theoretical, since the dates of composition of the 
Metaphysics, Ethics, and so on, were themselves unknovm, and 
aU the writings that we possess were supposed to have been 
crowded together m the last period The inquiries of the fore- 
going chapters have altered this, however, and hence it is impor- 
tant to steer clear of a procedure that has thus far avoided 
contradictions only because it has not been applicable at aU. 
On the other hand, however, we cannot altogether dispense with 
the references to the scientific works in the other writings, 
because the nature of the subject excludes all or practically all 
references to contemporary history, and because the develop- 
ment of Aristotle's method here does not fall into such sharply 
distinguished periods as are given for instance by the break with 
Plato's doctnne in the Ethics and the Metaphysics, When we use 
these references, therefore, we must first examine them carefuUy . 

Of all the references to the Physics there is only one group 
that really has chronological significance, namely those in the 
oldest parts of the Metaphysics. We have shown that the first 
book of the Metaphysics was written shortly after Plato’s death, 
at a time when its author was still a Platonist. For the teleo- 
logical doctrine of the four causes, on which Aristotle bases 

* For further details about the order of exposition in the lectures, so far as 
concerns the works following the Meteorology on anthropology and organic 
nature, see my article 'Das Pneuma im Lykeion', Hermes, vol xlviu, p. 38. For 
the order see Arist de an, mot, et de an. tnc , p. viii, Jaeger 
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metaphysics, this book simply refers to the PhysioSy without 
giving any arguments for the exhaustiveness of the classifica- 
tion. This is not an isolated quotation such as could be imagined 
away without hurting the context, and therefore might have 
been added later. There is a whole series of passages in which 
Aristotle keeps on returning to the fact that his historical 
survey of the doctrines of earlier thinkers throughout confirms 
the theory of the four causes as stated in the Physics.'^ The 
whole first book of the Metaphysics rests on this presupposition, 
and would collapse if the aetiology of the Physics were not behind 
it in every line. This is incontrovertible proof that not only 
the second book of the Physics, which sets out the theory of the 
causes, but a complete series of investigations falling under the 
general notion of 'physical works’ (cpuaixa), was already in 
existence about 347. This is further confirmed by the isolated 
references in the Metaphysics^ and above all by the general 
nature of this work, since its whole philosophical conception 
presupposes the Physics and develops out of it. Two of the 
foundations of Aristotle’s first philosophy belong to Physics, 
and they are the most important of all, namely the distinction 
between matter and form and the theory of motion. From 
these two presuppositions he derives the necessity of the first 
mover, and even that pair of conceptions by means of which 
motion is linked up with form and matter, namely potency 
and entelechy, is not foreign to the Physics, The idea of inter- 
preting nature in this teleological fashion, and its expression in 
the Physics, arose in the atmosphere of the Academy and under 
Plato’s eye. It must be assigned not to Aristotle’s latest but 
to his earliest stage.3 

* Metaph. A 3, 983^33, 7, 988*21 and ^16, 8, 989^24, and 10, 993*11. 

* Of the places where the Metaphysics appeals to the Physics tiie most 
important for our question are naturally those occurring in the parts that can 
be shown to be the oldest, that is to say, the beginning of the earher investiga - 
tion into the reality of the supersensible (M 9, 1086*23), and the laying down 
of the whole system of physical conceptions in Book A, 1-5. 

3 Gercke's statement that the Physics was written or completed after Aris- 
totle had founded his school, and therefore in his latest penod (Pauly-Wissowa, 
Pealenz d, Klass, Alt , vol u, c 1045, 1 38, under ‘Aristoteles'), rests on an 
obvious piece of carelessness. The assassmation of King Fhihp is not mentioned 
at all m the passage to which he refers. Physics II. 23 (sic), or m other words no 
such passage exists He is confusing the Physics with the Rhetoric, which men- 
tions Philip at II, 29, and then once more mixing up this mention with the well- 
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That is not true without qualification, however, of our present 
version of the Physics in its whole extent. This work resembles 
the philosopher's others in containing both early and late 
material. The present position of the seventh book is not due to 
Aristotle himself at all, for in content it comes too close to the 
other parts of the Physics in which the problem of motion is also 
discussed. I That it belongs to the oldest part, and arose at a time 
when he did not yet regard the theory of Ideas as simply ex- 
ploded, IS more than probable.^ Like the Metaphysics and the 

known reference to Philip’s death in Pol V 10, 1311^2. I draw attention to 
this only because its occurrence in such an authoritative position is likely to lead 
many readers astray It is true that our version of the Physics belongs to the 
latest period, but the reasons that Gercke gives for this fact do not prove it 
(even the fact that it was written after the Analytics cannot possibly prove it as 
late as this), and anyhow this is a question merely of revision and has no signi- 
ficance whatever lor Aristotle’s philosophical development. 

* Eudemus omitted it in his paraphrase of the Physics (see the preliminary 
remarks on Book VII in the commentary of Simplicius, vol n, p 1036, m 
Diels), which shows that it did not belong to the collection entitled Physics that 
Aristotle himself put together and bequeathed to his disciples. This, however, 
naturally does not prove that the work was completely unknown in the Peri- 
patos It was, in fact, like some of the books of the Metaphysics that were 
ongmaUy handed down independently, preserved as being an important 
historical document, but having, in view of the 'great and comprehensive 
theorems' of the last book — ^to use Simplicius's expression — scarcely any prac- 
tical value. It appears to have been the generation of Andromcus, with its 
pious desire to produce a complete collection, that first mcorporated it in the 
Physics Simplicius compared the two versions in which it is preserved with- 
out being able to discover any differences of content worth mentionmg He is 
right m pointing out, however, that the proofs of the first mover in Book VII 
stand on a lower le^vel than those in Book VIII, and presumably this is the 
reason why Aristotle replaced it with the latter. Cp. E Hoffmann, De Avisto- 
telis Physicorum hbn septimi engine et auctontate (Berlm, Diss , 1905). 

^ Phys VII 4, 249^ 19-26, IS difficult and requires interpretation Since 
Simphcius no one has tried to explain it if we except the translation by Prantl 
(Leipzig, 1854, p 367), who did not understand the tram of thought In the 
fourth chapter Anstotle shows that the various sorts of motion, for example 
qualitative alteration (&AAof corns) and locomotion (9op4), are incommensurable. 
The idea of equal velocity (6 jiotcix^s) can be applied only to specifically similar 
and commensurable motions. For example, qualitative motions can be com- 
pared with each other, and quantitative motions can be compared with each 
other. In the first example we speak of the likeness or unlikeness (( 3 cvduoi 6 ttis) 
of the qualitative alterations , in the second we speak of the equality or mequality 
(( 5 twior 6 TT|s) of the quantitative motions. Inequahty anses from the ‘greater or 
smaller’ of the quantitative motions when they are compared together, unlike- 
ness from the ‘more or less’ of two qualitative alterations when they are com- 
pared. There is another kmd of motion that concerns the substance and not 
merely the quality or quantity, namely becommg and penshmg. Two becom- 
ings can be compared in point of velocity only when we are concerned with 
two things of the same species (6iJioEi2Lfi) , as, for example, men. Speech has no 



TRAVELS 


298 

Ethics the Physics is a compilation of at least two parts, each of 
which again consisted of several monographs. These two parts, 
On the First Principles and On Motion, are always carefully dis- 
tinguished, not merely in the works On the H eaven and On C oming- 
to-be and Passing-away, but also in the last book of the Physics 
(VIII). This book is really no part of the Physics, for it quotes 
passages from these two parts with the formula 'as we have pre- 
viously shown in the Physics' ^ Presumably it was originally, 
like thebooks On Substance and Being, which originally stood out- 
side the Metaphysics (that is, before it), one of the inquiries that 
Aristotle reckoned as half physics and half metaphysics, and as 

category, however, that can pregnantly express the nature of the difference 
between two becomings, and Aristotle therefore asks to be pardoned for merely 
speaking of their 'difference' (h-epiTtis) m a general and colourless manner, and 
for not being able to mention any parr of correlatives, like more and less in 
qualitative alteration and greater and smaller in locomotion, that would make 
it clear that the distinction here is neither intensive nor extensive, but some- 
thing different Then follows the remark that is important for the chronology * 
%f the substance with whose becommg we are concerned is a number (as Plato 
and the Academy supposed), then the difference in velocity between the becom- 
ings of two substances is to be regarded as the arithmetical difference 
between two numbers of the same species with regard to the more and the less 
There is, however, no common term for this difference in velocity The last 
sentence is corrupt, but its meaning obviously is that there is also no term 
corresponding to 'more and less’ and 'greater and smaller’ to describe the two 
becomings that are being compared Now the statement that the substances 
whose becomings are compared must be of the same species follows 

from the whole argument of the fourth chapter, but what is the sense of this 
demand in the case of the numbers^ We must remember that according to 
Metaph M 7, 1080^ 37 ff , one of the main difficulties of the theory of Ideal 
numbers was the question whether the monads of which they are composed 
are perfectly commensurable like those of arithmetic, Gr whether every ‘first 
number’, the first dyad, tnad, tetrad, and so on, is composed of monads of a 
special kmd, so that only the monads inside a particular number are commen- 
surable and 'of the same species’ (the expression occurs in A 9, 991^ 24) The 
phrase 'of the same species’, therefore, proves that in our passage Aristotle is 
still contemplating the possibility that substance may be a number, which he 
elsewhere combats Otherwise one might think that we have here only an 
example intended to make the meaning concrete, as Simplicius does when he 
doubts whether Aristotle refers here to Ideal numbers or merely to the view 
that the nature of eveiythmg depends upon a particular numencal relation of 
its parts, but the assertion that the numbers must be ‘of the same species’ 
excludes the latter interpretation, for, if it is not obvious in itself that they must, 
the reference can only be to the Ideal numbers If so, the character of the 
arguments in Book VII, which Simplicius calls 'weaker or as Alexander [more 
correctly] says more verbal’ (op cit , p 1036, 1 12), will be best explained by 
supposing that m the course of the years Anstotle perfected them more and more. 
For another indication of the early origin of Book VII see above, p. 44, n i 
* See Bonitz, Ind, Ar, 98*27 
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providing the transition from the one to the other ^ Its temporal 
position can be determined by its treatment of the theory of the 
movers of the spheres, which is not worked out in so decidedly 
unified a fashion as in the later version in Book A of the Meta- 
physics ^ Yet we can clearly recognize that Book VIII is intended 
to give a very careful re-establishment of the theory of the first 
mover on a physical basis, and to defend it against all sorts of 
objections that had already been brought from the astronomical 
side, probably by Callippus.3 Fairly certainly, therefore, it was 
not written until the time of Aristotle's greatest power; and 
since even then it was not yet a part of the Physics (and hence 
presumably never at all during its author's life), the Physics, as 
we know it, did not yet exist as a whole. This is supported by 
the fact that the Metaphysics quotes as 'physics' the two works 
On the Heaven and On Coming-to-be and Passing-away. At that 
time, therefore, this word did not mean our Physics, but a larger 
group of independent monographs Among its oldest parts were 
that on the first principles, to judge from the first book of the 
Metaphysics, and that on matter and form, to judge from Book 
N of the same work; that is to say, the first two books of our 
Physics, We may suppose, however, that in substance these 
works go back as far as his Platonic period, although certain 
passages, such as the mention of the Lyceum in Book IV, reveal 
later revision of the details.^ For the history of Aristotle's philo- 
sophical development the date of completion is more or less 
unimportant compared with the discovery that the speculative 
character of whal is called the Physics in the narrow sense is 
connected with its directly Platonic origin. It was worked out 
as part of a Platonic theory of the world, and stands on the 
same ground. This is especially clear when we come to the 
problems of concrete detail in the books On the Heaven, which 
are also referred to m the oldest parts of the Metaphysics,^ 
The beginning of the first of these books must be early in essence, 

* Phys Vm. 1, 251® 5. on the eternity of motion. 'We must consider, then, how 
this matter stands, for the discovery of the truth about it is of importance, not 
only for the study of nature, but also for the investigation of the First Principle ' 

* The proof that chapter 8 of Book A of the Metaphysics, with its theory of 
the movers of the spheres, is a later addition is given below in chapter XIV. 

3 Phys VIII 6 ^ Phys. IV. ii, 219^21. 

5 See Bonitz, Ind, Ay. 101^7. 
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since it places triumphantly at the start of the whole course of 
lectures the young Academician's own discovery that there is a 
fifth element, the ether. As we have already shown, this theory 
is older than the books On Philosophy, which are based on it, 
and is necessarily connected with the first beginnings of the theory 
of the unmoved mover and the heavenly bodies. ^ The form that 
Aristotle gives to his theory of ether in the first chapters On tho 
Heaven is later than the account in the exoteric work (above, 
p. 154). The view previously held, that in the dialogue he did 
not express his real opinion, but rather gave a poetic embellish- 
ment of it, is untenable ; for what he preserves in his work On 
the Heaven is precisely the point that was supposed to be poetic, 
the theory that the heavenly bodies have souls ^ The difference 
between the two comes in the physical theory of the natural 
motion of simple bodies, and in its connexion with the theory 
of weight, which is estabhshed in a wholly different manner in 
the dialogue. At this point we reaUze only too clearly what 
important matters are hidden from us by the dearth of source- 
material. Nevertheless, the disposition of the books On the 
Heaven does at any rate enable us to observe how Aristotle's 
cosmology arose out of Plato's. We know the latter directly only 
from the Timaeus, behind which he the far-reaching Pythagorean 
speculations of the school ; and it is therefore very important that 
this work of Aristotle's allows us a glimpse of the discussions 
that went on about the subject in the Academy. 

That this is true of the problem of ether has already been 
shown. It connects directly with the Timaeus, and we find it 

* For the origin of the theory of ether see the exhaustive discussion of Eva 
Sachs, Die funf -platomschen Korper (Berlin 1917) She, too, comes to the conclu- 
sion that the readiness with which Plato's followers accepted the theory shows 
that it arose in the Academy, and Aristotle therefore put it forward before 
Plato’s death. Compare what was said above about the relation between the 
Epinomts and the dialogue On Philosophy, p.144, n. 2 

* De Caelo II 12, 292 ^18 'We have been thinking of the stars as mere bodies 
and as units with a serial order indeed but entirely manimate; hut we should 
rather conceive them as enjoying life and action ' The expression recalls the 
dialogue On PMlosopky and Plato's famous remarks in the Laws. According 
to De Caelo II. 8, however, it is the spheres, and not the stars on them, that 
move themselves, and this, taken strictly, implies that it is the spheres that 
have souls (or have movers as in Metaph. A 8), and not the stars as in the 
dialogue On Philosophy. It is only after long examination, however, that 
Aristotle here decides that only the spheres and not the stars move themselves, 
so that here too we have a development of his earlier view. 
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reflected in the writings of aU Aristotle's fellow-students. But 
the question whether there can be an infinite body, whether 
the world is finite or infinite, and whether there is only one 
world or more — a very important question for Aristotle's meta- 
physics, since the existence of the first mover depends on it — 
must also have been discussed by the astronomers in the Academy 
while Plato was still alive, and answered by Aristotle in accor- 
dance with his own view, which was that the world is one, 
eternal, and finite. He tries to prove not merely that there 
actually is only one heaven but also that there could not be 
more than one. It may seem otherwise, because every form 
(el!Aos) that is realized in matter usually exists in a number of 
specifically identical (oiiOEiAf]) examples. Actually, however, it 
makes no difference to the result whether we regard the form 
as transcendent, that is, as an Idea, or as inseparable (obviously 
some of the Platonists were trying to fasten on this point) 
for in this question one must not start from the form at all, 
according to Aristotle, but from the matter. Since the cosmos 
includes all matter there cannot be any other world besides. 
The argument seems somewhat naive, but for him it is not reaUy 
absurd, because by 'the heaven' he means, as he at once goes on 
to say, not merely the outermost sphere, or the region of the 
highest elements, in which the heavenly bodies move, but the 
comprehensive AU, which is to be thought of as corporeally 
plastic, but never as actu infinitum. This plastic baU exhausts 
aU the matter that there is. Outside it there is in fact not even 
place or time or ^oid, much less bodies. The transcendental 
(tockei) and supramundane is therefore not in space nor in a 
place; time does not age it; nor is there any sort of change in 
that realm beyond the outermost sphere. But let us aUow Aris- 
totle to speak for himself. His words breathe here a cere- 
moniousness unusual in the treatises. ^ 

* The passage is interesting because in it the theory of Ideas and Aristotle’s 
view that the form is immanent stand side by side as equally justifiable possi- 
bilities : ‘Any shape or form has, or may have, more than one particular instance 
On the supposition of Ideas such as some assert, this must be so, and equally 
on the view that no such entity has a separate existence For in every case 
m which the essence is in matter it is a fact of observation that the particulars 
of like form are several or infinite in number.’ [De Caelo I 9, 278® 15.) 

* Caelo I. 9, 279^ 17 I follow Bemays in givmg the Greek and the 
translation side by side. 
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It is clear then that there is 
neither place, nor void, nor time, 
outside the heaven Hence what- 
ever there is, is of such a nature as 
not to occupy any place, nor does 
time age it , nor is there any change 
in any of the things that he beyond 
the outermost motion; they con- 
tmue through their entire duration 
unalterable and unmodified, living 
the best and most self-sufficient of 
hves. As a matter of fact, this 
word 'duration' possessed a divine 
significance for the ancients, for 
the fulfilment that includes the 
period of life of any creature, out- 
side of which no natural develop- 
ment can fall, has been called its 
duration. On the same prmciple 
the fulfilment of the whole heaven, 
the fulfilment that includes all time 
and infinity, is 'duration' — a name 
based upon the fact that it is always 
— duration immortal and divine. 
From it derive the being and life 
that other things, some more or less 
articulately but others feebly, 
enjoy. So, too, in its discussions 
concerning the divine,pDpular philo- 
sophy often propounds the view 
that whatever is divme, whatever 
is primary and supreme, is neces- 
sarily unchangeable This fact 
confirms what we have said For 
there is nothing else stronger than 
it to move it — since that would 
mean more divine — and it has no 
defect and lacks none of its proper 
excellences. Its unceasing move- 
ment, then, IS also reasonable, since 
everything ceases to move when it 
comes to its proper place, but the 
body whose path is the circle has 
one and the same place for start- 
ing point and goal. 


‘The discussions of popular philosophy’ means the dialogue 
On Philosophy, the only one that discussed the theological 
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problem and examined its relation to the question of the eternal 
circular motion of the firmament The final words are a more or 
less verbal quotation from the argument of this dialogue, as 
preserved by Simplicius in his commentary on the passage ; he 
expressly describes the dialogue as the source to which Aristotle’s 
reference applies. Strangely enough, Bemays, who discussed 
this passage of Simplicius acutely,* confined his attention to the 
reference, and failed to observe that the whole of the passage 
immediately preceding it, quoted above, can be recognized by 
its style as a piece of literary prose taken from the same dia- 
logue. Even the beginning of the tenth chapter, which imme- 
diately follows, does not read like an ordinary lecture, though 
here only isolated traces of another style can be pointed out. 
Anyhow we must expect Aristotle during his early period to 
introduce free reproductions of large portions of his literary 
works not merely into his pohtical, metaphysical, and ethical, 
but also into his scientific, lectures. The dialogues, of course, 
did not often mention scientific matters In the third book On 
Philosophy, however, he had discussed (see p. 140 above) the 
question whether the heaven is eternal, and argued agamst 
Plato’s view that, while it will have no end, it had a beginmng. 
We may therefore conjecture some dependence on that dialogue 
precisely m the last part of the first book On the Heaven, which 
follows the part quoted above, and in the beginning of the second, 
because the very same question is here discussed — ‘whether 
the cosmos is uncreated or created and impenshable or perish- 
able’. In essentials this inquiry is, like that of the dialogue, a 
running polemic against Plato’s Timaeus, which is exphcitly 
mentioned.® Now the beginning of the second book is so com- 
pletely alien in style and method to Aristotle’s usual pedagogical 
procedure that the only possible explanation is that here, too, he 
is reproducing parts of the third book On Philosophy. Our lack 
of materials renders direct proof impossible ; but since we have 
shown conclusively by numerous examples that such borrowing 
does occur, and since we know that there is a long extract from 
this book a few pages earlier, there can presumably be no doubt 
about the origin of the present passage. 

“ Bemays, Dte verlorenen Dialoge des Ay%stoteUs, p no 

* De Caelo I. lo, 280^28 Cf, 279^^ 32. 
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*Oti [xhf o5v oOte ylyovEV 6 Trots 
oOpotuos out’ ev!^£X^“^ (pOopfjvai, 
Kocdccrrep tives cpaaiv ocurov, ocAX’ ^oriv 
ElsKoi at2\io5, ctpyriv ukv Kai teXeuttiv 
oOk iycov Tou ttocvt 65 cxIodvos, 

2k Kai TTEpiEXC^v ocurcp tou orTTEipov 
Xpivov, EK TE TCOV EipTlIJlEVCOV ^^SCTTl 
AapEiv T-qv TTicmv kctI IXia Tfjs Xo^tis 
xfjs Trapa tcov oXAoos XEyovTCov Kai 
yEVvcbvTcov auTov’ eI yap oOrcos iJi^v 
EXE^V ^X^ETai, KOtO’ 6V 2k TpOTTOV 

IkeTvoi yEVECT0ai X^youcriu q<jk. IvAiyE- 
TOti, pieydcXTiv av Eyoi Kai toOto fjoirfiv 
Eis TTioTiv TTEpl Tfls DcBovaaias oOtoO 
KDCi Tfjs dlXlOT-HTOS' XlOTTEp KO^COJ ly^l 
aupTrEiGEiv Kaurov T0C/5 dpxaio>JS Kai 
lidXtara Trorpious fjiacov iScAtiBeTs Elvat 
Aoyous, cbs ecjtiv <5cOduocT6v ti xai 
OeTov twv EyoVTcov Kiuriaiv, Eyov- 
Tcov 2k ToiouTTiv (JxTTE [xvfikv Elvai 
TTspas ourfiSi dAAoc (jiaAAov TocCrrnv 
Twv dAAcov TTEpas* t 6 te yotp -iTEpas 
TCOV TTEpiexivTcov iorfi Kai oOrri f| 
KUKAotpopfa teTVeios o^tcra TTEpi^x^i TOts 
dTEAsts KOI TOts EXoOo-as ir^pas Kai 
irotOAav, ourn oOXeiaiov out’ DCpyTlv 
Ixo^o’oc teT^uttiv, a2X dTrauoxos 
oiJaa t 6 v diTEipov xpo^oVi tcov 2’ 
aAAcov TCOV |i^ aWa Tfjs ocpyris, twv 
2e AsyouevTi tt^v ttcxOAov, tov 2’ 
oOpovov Kai TOV dvco tottov ot 
dpxcxtoi Tois ©EoTs (SnTeveipav cos ovTa 
povov d06cvcxTov 6 2^ vOv papTupsT 
Aoyos cos a90apTOS Kai (Scy^TjTOS, eti 
2’ tSaraOTis irdcrris 0VT]Tfis 2utJXEpeias 
^(TTfv, TTpOS 26 ToOtOIS OTTOVOS 2ld TO 

^1126^1^5 Trpoa2ETa0ai piaias dvdyKTis, 
f\ KOT^x^i KcoAdouaa 96pecT6ai Tr69U“ 
KdTa otOrbv dAAcos. ttov ydp t 6 
ToiouTOV iTriiTOVOV, oacpTTEp &v di2icb- 
TEpov ^j, Kai 2ia6ea£C0S Tfjs dpicrrns 
dpoipov, AioTTEp oOte Kord tov tcov 
- iroAaicov pu6ov OTToATj-rTT^ov ^x^iv, 01 
9aaiv “ATAovTds tivos cxOt<^ Trpoo'26T- 


That the heaven as a whole 
neither came into being nor admits 
of destruction, as some assert, but 
IS one and eternal, with no end or 
beginmng of its total duration, 
containmg and embracing in itself 
the infinity of time, we may con- 
vince ourselves not only by the 
arguments already set forth but 
also by a consideration of the views 
of those who differ from us m pro- 
viding for its generation If our 
view IS a possible one, and the 
manner of generation which they 
assert is impossible, this fact will 
have great weight m convincing us 
of the immortality and eternity of 
the world Hence it is well to per- 
suade oneself of the truth of the 
ancient and truly traditional 
theories, that there is some 
immortal and divine thing which 
possesses movement, but move- 
ment such as has no limit and is 
rather itself the limit of all other 
movement. A limit is a thing that 
contains, and this circular motion, 
being perfect, contains those imper- 
fect motions which have a hmit 
and a goal, having itself no begin- 
ning or end, but unceasing through 
the infinity of time, and of other 
movements, ti> some the cause of 
their beginning, to others offering 
the goal. The ancients gave to the 
Gods the heaven or upper place, 
as bemg alone immortal, and our 
present argument testifies that it 
IS indestructible and ungenerated. 
Further, it is unaffected by any 
mortal discomfort, and, in addition, 
effortless , for it needs no constrain- 
ing necessity to keep it to its path, 
and prevent it from moving With 
some other movement more natural 
to itself. Such a constrained move- 
ment would necessarily involve 
effort — ^the more so, the more 
eternal it were — and would be m- 
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ffOoci THV o’COTTjpiocv EDiKcccri yap Kai 
toOtov oi ovcrrfjijavTes tov Aoyov 
aOrqv Eystv uttoAtivi^iv toTj OoTEpov* 
us yap TTEpi potpog lyovTuv Kai 
ysripcov dtirccvTUV tuv ovu ctuhoctuv 
uTTEOTTiaav oOtu |jiu6iku 5 av6r/KT]v 
Eii^^uyov. ouTE Af] toOtov t6v Tpoirov 
U’ttoAti’ttteov, oOte Aict tt^v AfvTiaiv 
6(icTTOvos TuyxovovTa 9 opas [Aia] 
TTIS olKEiaS pOTTfiS itl CTU2£CT0ai 
TOaOUTOV KoOcnTEp 

AoKAfjs 911(7^. dAAc« lifiv ouA* uirb 
4A;Xfj5 EuAoyov tavoyKajoOaris ijeveiv 
diAiov oOAe ydp Tfjs S^uxils oiov t’ 
Elvai TT^V TOIOUTTIV JCOfjV dAUTTOV Kai 
UOKapiov, dvdyKTi ydp Kai ttiv 
K tvriaiv iJiETd pfag odaov, EiiTEp 
KiVETcrOai TTE9UK6Tog toO TipcbTou 
acbiiOTog dAAcog Kai kiveT ouvEycog, 
doyoAov Eivai Kai irdaTis orrrriAAay- 
\xk^r\v pacTTcbvTig ^n9povog, ei y£ ptiA* 
UOTTEp Tlj VflUXTi Tfj TUV 6vr|TUV JCpCOV 
^(ttIv dvd-rrouaig fj iTEpl t6v Ottvov 
yivoiJi^VTi ToO o■cb^JlaTog dvEcng, dAA* 
dvoyKaiov M^iovog Tivog ^oTpov kote- 
XEiv aCrrf]v diAiov Kai drpurov. 

eI Af] KoOdlTEp ElTTOlJieV EvAixETai TOV 
ElpriHEVOV Ix^iv TpOTTOV TTEpl TfjS 

TTpcloTrig 90p5g, od povov aOroO -rrEpi 
TTig diAioTTiTog ourcog urroAapElv 
^(jLlisA^OTEpov, dAAd Kai ^ovteicjc t-q 
TTEpi TOV 6e6v povug dv exoiijiev ourug 
oMoAoyoutJifevug dTTO9a{v£cr0ai auui- 
9uvoug Aoyoug 

dAAd TUV pifev TOiouTUV Aoyuv oAig 
IcTTU Td vOv.^ 


consistent with perfection. Hence 
we must not beheve the 6l^4^ale 
which says that the world 'needs 
some Atlas to keep it safe — a tale 
composed, it would seem, by men 
who, like later thinkers, conceived 
of all the upper bodies as earthy 
and endowed with weight, and 
therefore supported it in their fabu- 
lous way upon animate necessity. 
We must no more believe that than 
follow Empedocles when he says 
that the world, when its motion 
became faster because of the whirl, 
kept itself [suspended] all this 
time only by means of its own 
equilibrium Nor, again, is it con- 
ceivable that it should persist eter- 
nally by the necessitation of a 
soul (world-soul) . For a soul could 
not live m such conditions pain- 
lessly or happily, since the move- 
ment involves constramt, bemg 
imposed on the first body (the 
heaven) , whose natural motion is 
different, and imposed contmu- 
ously. It must therefore be uneasy 
and devoid of all rational satis- 
faction , for it could not even, like 
the soul of mortal animals, take 
recreation in the bodily relaxation 
of sleep An Ixion's lot must needs 
possess it, without end or respite. 

If then, as we said, the view 
already stated of the first motion 
is a possible one, it is not only more 
appropriate so to conceive of its 
eternity, but also on this hypo- 
thesis alone are we able to advance 
a theory consistent with popular 
divinations of the divine nature. 

But of this enough for the present.* 


It scarcely needs to be proved in detail that the style of this 
chapter is quite other than that of Aristotle’s scientific prose. 

* By these words, with which he resumes his ordinary lecturing style, Aris- 
totle himself clearly tells us that the preceding passage belongs to 'another 
genus', and one which does not stnctly fit the sober scientific mode of treat- 
ment prevailing elsewhere in this work. 

X 
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The choice of high-sounding words that do not occur elsewhere 
in these level plains, the noticeably solemn and elevated tone, 
the wealth of rhetorical devices, the ornamental parisosis, chias- 
mus, and antithesis, the bold images, such as that of Plato’s 
world-soul bound hke Ixion to the perpetually turning wheel of 
the heaven, the nnging doublets, hke 'a limit and a goal’ (xag 
Ixouaots TT^pas koI -rrcxOTvav), ‘a lot without end or respite’ (poipov 
dct2uov Koci drrpuTov), ’the immortality and eternity of the 
world’ (eIs TTioTiv TTEpi Tfis AQovadas oOroO kocI ths aiAioTTiTOs), 
’uneasy and devoid of all rational satisfaction , painlessly and 
happily’, ’the ancient and truly traditional theories’, ‘involve 
effort and be inconsistent with perfection’, above all the arti- 
ficial order of the words, hke the prose of Plato’s later dialogues, 
and the careful avoidance of hiatus, give to this passage a tone 
and dignity fitting only to a dialogue. At the end it becomes 
particularly clear that in their original connexion the purpose of 
those physical ideas was mainly religious and metaphysical. 
We have seen, in fact, that the ‘symphony’ between the physical 
study of the imperishable heavens and what Aristotle beauti- 
fully and very PlatonicaJly calls the voice of God within us is a 
conjunction characteristic of the third book On Philosophy. The 
merely dialectical nature of the argument, which starts from the 
respect due to the views of the ancients, from religious tradi- 
tions, and from the probable (EuAoyov), also reveals its source. 

This gives us a terminus post quern for the composition of the 
existing version of the books On the Heaven. It was written after 
the dialogue On Philosophy, and therefore a! the earliest one, or 
two years after Plato's death. It was probably not much later 
than this, however, for the whole point of view is that of the 
later Academy.* The cosmic theories of the Pythagoreans, 
which were so often blindly accepted in this circle ; the belief 
that the heaven and the earth are spherical in form ; the doctrine 

' Its Wide divergence from tlie disdegne Oti Philosophy as regards ether, 
which proves that this dialogue is its teyminus post quern, since it can be taken 
only as a correction and not as a previous stage of the view there given, might 
seem to make agamst supposing that the Be Caelo followed too closely on the 
dialogue We have, however, found Aristotle making generous use of his exotenc 
works only in the treatises belonging to the middle period, which were still fairly 
near to them in time ; and we must therefore suppose that the work On the Heaven 
mainly arose, or that the first draft of it was sketched out, durmg his middle 
penod, and that revisions, some of themdrastic, took placedunng his later years 
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of the spheres ; the doctrine of their harmony, which Aristotle 
is as concerned to disprove as he is to get a clear and detailed 
physical picture of the way in which they may move the stars ; 
the problems of the shape and rotation of the stars, which Plato 
had mooted; the fact that the astronomical catalogues of the 
Babylonians and Egyptians are obviously still a new discovery ; 
the controversy, so momentous for subsequent history, about the 
position and motion of the earth in the universe, in which Aris- 
totle decided that it is spherical, but, in view of the lack of con- 
vincing evidence that it moves, must remain in the centre of 
the universe, in accordance with the reigning view of the nature 
of gravitational phenomena ; the indivisible lines of Xenocrates ; 
Plato's theory of the elements as mathematical corpuscles ; the 
problem of weight, with which the Academy struggled in vain — 
this whole richly developed world of physical speculations, a 
variegated structure made up of many special problems strung 
together, often apparently without much system, can be under- 
stood only historically, by reference to the soil that bred it, the 
Academy. Aristotle's ideas were not put on paper in this shape 
until after 347, but they were formed while he was stih in 
the Academy, in the course of discussion with Plato and his 
companions * 

* The date oi the Meteorology is difi&cult to determine The treatise On 
Coming-to-be and Passing-away, to which must be added the third and fourth 
books On the Heaven^ proceeds very definitely along the same speculative hues 
as the Physics and the treatise On the Heaven Its polemic concerns Plato's 
reduction of the four elements to mathematical figures (lirt-rreSia), and the 
atomic theory of Leu&ppus and Democritus The Meteorology, on the other 
hand, plunges into detail Although the distinction between a general and a 
special portion is essential to the plan of Aristotle's works on nature, and 
although these works accordingly include both, yet, in view of the Politics 
and other writings, there can be no doubt that the empirical material came later, 
and was collected gradually, and often reacted upon his conceptual philosophy. 
We must not therefore date the Meteorology too early Ideler's reasons for 
puttmg it before Alexander's expedition to Asia [Arist, Meteor, vol 1, p ix) are 
not cogent. There is little to be inferred from the fact that Aristotle, followmg 
Herodotus, correctly believes the Caspian Sea to be an inland one, whereas 
Alexander’s expedition came to the false conclusion that it connects with the 
North Sea, a view which thereafter prevailed until modem times , for even the 
History of Animals, which is certainly later, takes its accounts of Eg57ptian 
animals not from the reports of eyewitnesses but from Hecataeus of Miletus 
(Diels, Hermes, vol xxii, the correspondences between the History of Animals 
and Herodotus were remarked by the great Cuvier in his Histoire des sciences 
naturelles, vol. i (1841), p 136; cp A. von Humboldt, Kosmos, vol. 11 (1847), 
p 427, n. 95) The fact that the Meteorology mentions the burning of the temple 
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We cannot here undertake to give a general estimate of Aris- 
totle's philosophy of nature (we shall attempt to do so in the 
last part of this book) ; it must suffice to bring out the main 
facts about the course of his development as such. Our picture 
of the early appearance of the fundamental, i e. cosmological 
and speculative, parts of his theory of nature, the Physics and 
the work On the Heaven with their appendix On Com%ng4o-be 
and Passing-away, is confirmed by the apparently late origin 
of the works On the Parts and On the Generation of Animals. 
These are based on the exact observation of detail They are 
the most perfect and most characteristic things that he produced 
in the sphere of natural science. In contrast to them his physics 
and cosmology, with their conceptual and abstract discussions 
of the general principles of nature and of the world at large, are 
much nearer to Plato not only in the problems that they discuss 
but also in method, for they are examples of the careful and 
critical development of Plato's doctrines that characterizes 
Anstotle's middle period, the time when he wrote his account 
of the ideal state and his theological ethics and metaphysics. 
His continuous polemic against details of Plato's natural philo- 
sophy must not blind us to the fact that these criticisms arise 
precisely out of his greater nearness to Plato here, not out of 
distance from him. It is true that the things he is most con- 
cerned to bring out are the collapse of the invisible world of 
Ideas erected by Plato as the paradigm or pattern of the visible 
cosmos, his own dislike of mere speculation without the support 
of experience, and his sceptical attitude towards several of 
the bursts of unverifiable cosmological fancy into which many 
Academies had been led by their taste for Pythagorean philo- 
sophy ; but we have only to put together his Physics and Plato's 
Timaeus, and contrast them both with the mechanical view of the 
world put forward by Democritus, or the purely mathematical 
theory of the heavens suggested by Eudoxus, to see that he stands 
wholly ongroundpreparedby Plato,andthathisworks on physics 
and cosmology are essentially discussions within the Academy* 

at Ephesus (356) with the words vOv ovvipaive (III i, 371^30) gives us only a 
UYmxnus post quern, for this vOv is known to be very ambiguous and to allow 
a wide margin Whereas the expression 'we have only met with two instances 
of a moon-rainbow in more than fifty years’ (III. 2, 372^29) does not seem to 
fit a young man even if we do not take the first person literally. 
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CHAPTER XII 
ARISTOTLE IN ATHENS 

I N the year 335/4 Aristotle returned to Athens after an absence 
of thirteen years, not having seen it since the death of his 
master. Alexander's accession to the throne had put an end to 
the opportunities for direct influence at the court of Macedon. 
The young king must indeed have offered him an honourable 
leisure, together with the means for prosecuting research, and 
no one will believe that at a moment when he needed experienced 
advice more than ever he purposely removed from his neigh- 
bourhood the man who up to then had been his tutor m states- 
manship, and who continued to sharpen his political conscience 
down to the time of the Asiatic expedition;^ but the rhythm 
of their lives had become too divergent now that Alexander, in 
order to save a throne that tottered under every new incumbent, 
was hurrjung from campaign to campaign, and fighting for 
recognition now in the Balkans and on the Danube, now in 
Greece. We do not know whether Aristotle remained at the 
court up to the moment of his return to Athens, or had previously 
withdrawn for a considerable period to his paternal property in 
Stagira. The latter is indicated by a fragment of a letter, the 
genuineness of which, however, is much to be doubted, since 
it suggests the stilted devices of the rhetorician rather than 
Aristotle's easy manner, which was celebrated in antiquity as 
the ideal epistolary style.^ That he kept up some continuous 
relation with the court is also suggested by the fact that he did 
not return to Athens until Alexander crossed to Asia Minor. 

Immediately after Alexander's accession (336) there had been 
a rising in Athens under the leadership of Demosthenes, who had 
been out of politics since Chaeronea, and the example had been 

^ For the con] ecture that Anstotle wrote the work On Monarchy on the occa- 
sion of Alexander’s accession see above, p. 259, n, 3. 

* Frg. 669 in Rose T went from Athens to Stagira because of the Great 
King, and from Stagura to Athens because of the great cold ’ In itself, however, 
the natural thing to suppose 15 that Anstotle spent his time in study at Stagira 
whenever he was not required at the court; see above, p 115. n i, on Theo- 
phrastus’ stay in Stagira. 
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followed by his fnends throughout Greece. Alexander's prompt 
suppression of the 'rebellion' seemed to have restored peace and 
obedience, until the report that he had been killed while cam- 
paigning on the Danube caused the nationalist party to rise 
once more (335) and proclaim freedom and autonomy.^ Once 
again they were very quickly sobered. Alexander stormed 
Thebes and razed it to the ground, a warning to the other Greeks. 
Only with the utmost difficulty did Athens escape the degrading 
order to deliver up Demosthenes and aU the nationalist leaders. 
These persons now disappeared from the public scene The feeling 
against Macedon grew considerably less tense Alexander with- 
drew in October, 335. In May, 334, he crossed into Asia Minor 
and defeated the Persian satraps on the Granicus. 

About this time Aristotle came to Athens as the flower of 
Greek intellect, the outstanding philosopher, writer, and teacher, 
the friend of the most powerful ruler of the time, whose rapidly 
rising fame raised him with it even in the eyes of persons who 
stood too far from him to understand his own importance. His 
intention to return to the place of his growth may have been 
developed during his last years in Macedonia, when he was living 
m the retirement of research. It was his recollection of Plato 
that made him see in this return something more than a mere 
outward condition of any really wide influence. He thereby 
announced himself publicly to all the world as the successor of 
Plato. It is true that the Academy was estranged from him. 
After the death of Speusippus (339/8) the members had chosen 
Xenocrates as their head ^ For Aristotle it was out of the ques- 
tion to re-enter a society now led by a former companion of such 
different intellectual interests, anxious though he was to pre- 
serve a good external understanding with that venerable man. 
We do not in fact hear of any quarrel (probably many persons 
attended lectures in both places), but from this moment the 
Academy surrendered the lead to the new school, which Aris- 
totle opened first in the corridors of the palaestra in the Lyceum, 
and afterwards presumably outside it in a nearby space, with 
suitable rooms, in front of the gate of Diochares in the east 
of the town, a spot that had been a meeting-place of sophists 

* Aman I. 7, 2. 'pronusmg freedom <an[i autonomy), ancient and noble 
names.* ® Ind. Acad, Hevcul., col. vx> p. 38 (Mekler). 
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for decades. So long as Aristotle remained within the walls of 
Athens that dethroned queen of cities was once more, and for 
the last time, the intellectual centre of the Hellenic world, the 
metropolis of Greek learning When he and Theophrastus died 
it was all over Thereafter the centre of gravity lay m Alex- 
andria. Aristotle the non-Athenian in Athens, at once the intel- 
lectual leader of the nation and the stronghold of Macedonian 
influence in what had formerly been the leading city of the Attic 
empire — that is the symbol of the new age. 

Aristotle founded his new home of learning under the protec- 
tion of his powerful Macedonian friend Antipater, whom Alex- 
ander had left behind as regent and commander-in-chief in 
Macedon and Greece. It is much to be regretted that we have 
lost his correspondence with this important man, who seems to 
have been more intimate with him than any one else after the 
death of Hermias. Since Antipater came from a totally different 
environment, and was no scholar, their friendship must have 
been based on some profound kinship of character. This explains 
how a relationship that began in the court of Philip, at a time 
when Aristotle was m high favour with the king and with 
Alexander, could outlast Alexander's fickle kindness and forge 
a lifelong bond that did not let Antipater -go even when his 
philosophical friend was dead. Aristotle appointed him the 
executor of his last wishes in his will. The few remaining frag- 
ments of their letters speak the language of unhesitating mutual 
trust. We may infer that Aristotle and his circle were at one 
with the pohticabintentions of Macedon, since during the years 
334/23 Antipater was governing the domestic affairs of Greece 
with authority virtually absolute. 

The Macedonian party at Athens, which was particularly 
strong among the rich, could now come forth into the open with- 
out danger. Mutual distrust had assumed frightful proportions 
among the citizenry, and it was still easy for the nationalists 
to stage and win oratorical contests like that between Demo- 
sthenes and Aeschines about the crown, and thereby to get the 
masses temporarily on their side. They were powerless, however, 
against the Macedonian lances, and they no longer had the sup- 
port of the educated, to whose indifference, in fact, the shipwreck 
of Demosthenes' efforts was mainly due. To the intellectual 
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circles it was a distinct gain to have the moral support of a 
school directly connected with the Macedonian administration. 
Popular orators like Lycurgus and Demosthenes could not 
prevail against the ethical and intellectual ascendancy of the 
new arrivals, and could not impute treachery or corruption to 
men who were not Athenians. It was nowhere possible to con- 
vict them of directly political purposes ; their influence in educat- 
ing a new group functioned more through their tacit rejection 
of Demosthenic nationalism than through any political pro- 
gramme. With his fine sensibility for such things Aristotle always 
carefully avoided touching the sore spot of Athenian pride, or 
letting fall any sharp remark about Demosthenes and his party, 
objectionable as they doubtless were to him. Not until years 
later does the Lyceum dare to reveal its private opinion in the 
biting expressions of Theophrastus and of Demetrius of Phale- 
rum on the style and delivery of Demosthenes as a popular 
orator. Aristotle was not, of course, shortsighted enough to hold 
Demosthenes responsible for the war of Chaeronea, as Aeschines 
and his followers did. The only remark of his that is preserved 
about Demosthenes rejects this view — ^but nothing could be 
falser than to make this a reason for supposing that he had some 
understanding of Demosthenes' position. The group of intel- 
lectuals in the Lyceum, though not in the least cosmopolitan, 
were resigned, all the more so because they had no confidence 
in Alexander's almost fantastic reconstructions of the world, 
and refused to consider fraternization of races or fusion with 
Asiatics. Aristotle stood over the Greek nation like a troubled 
physician at the bedside of his patient. Demosthenes and the 
nationalists could not understand an attitude thus rooted in the 
recognition of the bitter truth. They saw in Aristotle's school 
a Macedonian secret-service bureau.^ 

There is no school of learning of which we have so complete 
a picture as the Lyceum. The very lectures that were given 
there are mostly preserved to us in the writings of Aristotle. 

^ This was certainly Demosthenes* view. Only he did not dare to say it 
aloud, as his nephew Demochares did when defending the decree of Sophocles 
(307/6). This decree abolished the pro-Macedonian schools of philosophy after 
the liberation of Athens by Demetrius the Besieger For the slanders about 
Aristotle and his followers m the fragments of Demochares see Baiter-Suppe, 
Or. Att., vol. u, pp. 341 ff. 
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Athenian law forbade foreigners to acquire land in Attica, and 
yet later on we find Theophrastus in possession of a property 
consisting of a large garden containing a sanctuary of the Muses 
(in accordance with the precedent of the Academy), an altar, 
and several lecture-rooms. ^ It was in one of these rooms that 
the maps (yqs 7rEp{o!^oi) were set out on boards (ttivockss). The 
other instruments of learning, such as the library, must have 
been there too. In the Museum were a statue of Aristotle and 
other oblations. Demetrius of Phalerum, the pupil of Theo- 
phrastus, gave him this land to be his own property (i!^iov), 
although he was a metic. This must have been an act of special 
legal significance, for it was contrary to the constitution. Since 
even under Aristotle the school possessed a great deal of material, 
and in particular a collection of books that can have been housed 
only in a large building, we cannot avoid the conjecture that the 
property later given to Theophrastus was precisely that on which 
Aristotle himself had taught. Demetrius preserved it for the 
school because the memory of the founder clung to that plot 
of ground. The actual gift, however, must have been made 
out in Theophrastus' name, since in his will he bequeathes the 
Peripatos to the school with these words. The garden and the 
walk and the houses adjoining the garden, all and sundry, I 
give and bequeath to such of our enrolled friends as may wish 
to study literature and philosophy there in common, since it is 
not possible for aU men to be always in residence, on condition 
that no one alienates the property or devotes it to his private 
use, but so that thfey hold it like a temple in joint possession and 
live, as is right and proper, on terms of familiarity and friendship. 

These beautiful words show that the spirit that Aristotle had 
planted in the school was still living there. Their common life 
was regulated according to definite rules. As a symbol of their 
community they had regular monthly social gatherings, either 
to eat or to drink. Later, in the will of Strato, we find listed 
along with the library the tableware for the banquets, hnen, and 
drinking-cups.3 These must have become more complete with 
each succeeding generation ; for during the leadership of Lyco 

* Diog. L.V. 39. The society therefore formed a fraternity (eiaaos) dedicated 
to the cult of the Muses. 

^ Diog. L. V. 52. 


3 Diog. L. V. 62. 
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there were complaints that the poorer students could no longer 
take part in the feasts, because there was too much luxury. 
Aristotle himself wrote codes for the drinking and for the feast- 
ing (v6|Jioi c 7 U[jnTOTiKoi and vofioi ouacriTiKoi), as Xenocrates 
and Speusippus did for the Academy. These regulations played 
a not inconsiderable part in the philosophic schools. ^ 

The lectures were also regulated. Tradition informs us that 
Aristotle gave his more difficult and philosophical lectures in 
the morning, and that in the afternoon he spoke to a larger 
public on rhetoric and dialectic. In addition to his there were 
lectures by the older disciples, such as Theophrastus and 
Eudemus. We do not hear of many disciples of Aristotle by 
name, but what Greek is there who wrote during the next hun- 
dred years on natural science, on rhetoric, on literature, or on 
the history of civilization, and was not called a Peripatetic? 
Lavish as the grammarians are with this title, it is easy to see 
that the intellectual influence of the school soon extended over 
the whole Greek-speaking world. We find scarcely any names 
of Athenians among the famous Peripatetics; a large part of 
the students must have come from other cities. In the Lyceum 
Plato's communal hfe or became a university m the 

modern sense, an organization of sciences and of courses of study. 
The students, though still calling themselves Tnends', following 
Plato’s pleasant custom, were constantly coming and going, 
because, as Theophrastus says with a trace of resignation, 'it 
is not possible for all men to be always in residence’. One thing, 
however, remained common to the new school and to the 
Academy ; its inner order was, just like the idea of the Platonic 
community, an expression of the quintessential nature and mind 
of its creator. The organization of the Peripatetic school is a 
reflection of Aristotle’s nature, the act of a single guiding mind 
whose will lives in its members. 

We usually do not make sufficiently clear to ourselves that 
Aristotle was not one of those great philosophical authors who 
bequeath their work to posterity in literary form, and really 
begin to five only when they are dead, since the written word 
works for them. The series of literary works in Plato’s style that 

I For the external organization of the Peripatetic society and the election 
of officers see Wilamowitz, AnUgonos von Karyitos, p 264. 
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he published during his earlier years was apparently mostly 
completed by the time he began to teach at Athens ; at any rate 
the more important dialogues belong to a much earlier period, 
and it is hardly to be supposed that during these years he once 
more occupied himself by the way, in a more or less playful 
manner, with composing little conversations He was now more 
than ever absorbed m teaching The treatises that we possess 
are the groundwork of his living influence on his pupils. In the 
Phaedrus Plato tells us that the written word is useless in the 
transmission of real scientific knowledge We have believed 
only too long that we could disregard this view, fundamental 
though it be to the comprehension of the dialogues ; and only 
now do we begin to see that it has its basis in the actual relation 
obtaining between literary production and oral teaching in 
Plato’s Academy, and that every general view of the dialogues 
that does not see them on the background of this comprehensive 
pedagogical activity represents a displacement of the centre of 
gravity ^ With Aristotle the situation is different once again. 
Here we have a gradually increasing paralysis of the desire for 
literary creation, until finally he is wholly wrapped up in teach- 
ing. The vast sum of his life is to be found neither 111 the 
treatises nor in the dialogues. It lies in his living influence on 
his pupils, rooted not in Plato’s Eros but m the desire to know 
and to teach When separated from their creator and his voice 
the treatises could not and did not produce any independent 
effect. Even the Peripatetic school was unable to understand 
them once the immediate pupils of Aristotle were no longer there 
to interpret, and on the early Hellenistic age this giant mass of 
knowledge and reflection had an amazingly insignificant influ- 
ence. Not until the first century before Christ were the treatises 
disinterred, but even then the Greek professors of philosophy 
in Athens did not understand them.^ When the laborious work 
of the commentators, continued for centuries, had once more 
rendered visible these mighty thought-structures, which had 
come within a hairbreadth of being lost to posterity for ever, 
Aristotle at last began to be for the second time the master of 
the schools. At last people began to understand that they must 
not confine themselves to such of his writings as shone with the 
* See my Metaph Anst , p 140. ^ Cic Top I. 3 
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crown of literary fame, but must learn to see the real man at 
work in the unpublished treatises, in order to catch the last 
shimmer of the individuality of a mind so niggardly towards 
posterity and so profuse towards its own surroundings. Thus 
Aristotle has become, quite contrary to his own intention, the 
teacher of all nations This mission to all times and places stands 
in vivid contrast to his personal influence and desire, which dis- 
played the genuine Greek concentration on the here and now, 
and focused all his powers on his immediate circle. Teaching 
like Aristotle's has never been seen again. To the Greeks it was 
something absolutely new, and, with the age of the great philo- 
sophic schools just beginning, it started a new epoch. Stoics, 
Epicureans, Academics, all laid more weight on oral teaching 
than on hterary self-expression. 

Aristotle's relations with Alexander cannot be traced to the 
end. The memoir On Colonization, with its dialogue-like sub- 
title Alexander, proves that they continued unbroken down to 
the time when the king was establishing cities in Egypt and 
Asia. They cannot, however, have remained unaffected by the 
fate of Calhsthenes, which overtook him in the year 327 ^ 
This nephew of Aristotle's had been his pupil during his stay 
in Assos and also at Pella Afterwards, immediately before 
Alexander's departure for Asia, he had helped him to draw up 
the list of Delphic victors He then joined the king's head- 
quarters, with the approval of his uncle. From the beginning 
it was undoubtedly his intention to record the king's deeds. His 
glorification of Alexander in the work that he dedicated to him, 
like his panegyric on Hermias, betrays the fact that his interest 
in his subject was not that of the true historian, but was rather 
of a personal nature. He thought himself into Alexander's mind 
with philosophical persistence, but he did not always reach the 
undistorted truth. He was no student of human nature. He 
was a scholar of fine literary taste, a philosopher with a keen 
intelligence, and not without talent as an orator, especially in 
extempore speaking, but as Aristotle himself declared he was 
devoid of natural common sense. Although he was a personal 
adherent of the king, and constantly defended him in his history 
against the opposition of the old Macedonian nobility, who dis- 
^ See Jacoby on 'Calhsthenes* xn Pauly-Wissowa, vol x, c. 1674. 
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trusted his policy towards Asiatics, he nevertheless managed, 
by an untimely display of philosophic dignity on the question 
of obeisance, to bring upon himself the unfortunate suspicion 
of conspiracy with that very opposition, and thus to incur the 
displeasure of the king His position at the court had presum- 
ably always been isolated, since he belonged neither to the party 
of the Macedonian mihtary nobility nor to the Greek literary 
scandalmongers who swarmed at headquarters, but depended 
exclusively on the personal favour of the king. When that was 
withdrawn he was helpless against the intrigues of the rest. It 
is now certain that the men immediately surrounding the king 
afterwards thought it expedient to conceal some of the circum- 
stances attending CaUisthenes' faU. His guilt was by no means 
established by normal process of law, and his execution was one 
of the autocratic acts that Alexander committed at that time, 
when the extreme tension of his mental and physical powers 
sometimes led to volcanic outbursts of terrible passion even 
against his nearest friends. Though we may draw the veil of 
pity over these inhumanities they could not but cloud Aristotle's 
memory of the king and extinguish the feehng for him in his 
heart. He tried to preserve his spiritual balance by being just, 
inexorably just even with regard to the shortcomings of his 
nephew. The filthiness of human nature insisted on believing 
in antiquity that Alexander's early death was due to poison 
administered at the instigation of Aristotle. That was not the 
philosopher's character, but the cup of kingly friendship had 
certainly been em*bittered by a poisonous drop. 

Aristotle's stay at Athens still depended solely on Alexander. 
When in the year 323 the news came of the latter's death, this 
time no one would believe it ; but when it was finally confirmed 
there was no holding the nationalist party. The sole protection 
of the friends of Macedon had been Antipater, but he, too, like 
Aristotle, had lost the confidence of the king during the last 
years, and was at that moment on the march through Asia 
Minor towards Babylon. He had been bidden to the court, to 
remain for the future under the king's eye. Aristotle avoided 
the sudden overflow of nationalist hate and the attacks of the 
Demosthenic party by fleeing to Chalcis in Euboea. The parental 
property of his dead mother was there, and there he remained 
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during the following months until his own death. An affection 
of the stomach from which he suffered put an end to his life 
shortly afterwards, in his sixty-third year. It seems that he was 
aware of the approach of death, for the will that we possess was 
drawn up in Chalcis.^ He was not spared the news that the 
Delphians, who had accorded him honours for his list of Pythian 
victors, were revoking them now that his royal patron was dead ; 
but even the confusions of this time could not permanently 
disturb the peace of his soul, specially sensitive though he was 
to man's misfortunes.^^ 

A word about his private life during these last years His 
guardian Proxenus and his fostermother had long been dead. 
He had adopted their son Nicanor and made himself a father 
to him. Nicanor was an officer on Alexander's staff. In the 
year 324 the king sent him to Greece as the bearer of an important 
message He it was who had to announce to the Hellenes 
assembled at Olympia for the national festival that Alexander 
claimed divine honours. By his will Aristotle bequeathed to 
Nicanor the hand of his daughter Pythias, who was still a minor, 
a child of the long dead Pythias. After the death of his wife he 
had taken a certain Herpyllis into his house, by whom he had 
a son called Nicomachus. In his will he is careful to provide 
faithfully for them all, and also for his students. There is some- 
thing affecting in the spectacle of the exile putting his affairs 
in order He is constantly calling to mind his home in Stagira 
and the lonely house of his parents far away, the figures of his 
foster parents, his only brother Arimnestus, whom he lost early, 
and his mother, whom he could picture only as he had seen her 
when a child. His desire is that his mortal remains be not 
divided from the bones of his wife Pythias, as was also her last 
wish. Between the lines of the sober practical dispositions in this 
last document we read a strange language, such as is not to be 
found in the wills of the other heads of the Peripatetic school, 

^ It speaks of Chalcis and Stagira as being the only possible places for 
Herpyllis to live, and does not mention Athens (Diog L V. 14), It also regards 
as uncertain where Aristotle is to be buried (V 16), which would undoubtedly 
have been different if the arrangements had been made at Athens during q^uiet 
times 

2 Frg. 666 in Rose (letter to Antipater) ‘About the voting at Delphi and 
their depnving me of my honours my feeling is that I am sorry but not 
extremely sorry.* The tone of this fragment is very genuine 
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which are also preserved. It is the warm tone of true humanity, 
and at the same time the sign of an almost terrif5dng gulf 
betweenhim and the persons by whom he was surrounded. These 
words were wntten by a lonely man. A trace of this remains in 
an extremely moving confession that he makes in a letter of this 
last period, words that have an inimitably personal fragrance. 
The more solitary and isolated I am, the more I have come to 
love myths.' Within the noisy house there sits an old man hving 
entirely to himself, a hermit, to use his own expression, a self 
withdrawn into itself, a person who in his happy moments loses 
himself in the profound wonderland of myth.^ His austere and 
reserved personality, carefully hidden from the outside world 
behind the immovable ramparts of learning, here reveals itself 
and raises the veil of its secret. As with most ancient person- 
alities, we know just enough of Anstotle's to realize that we 
cannot really know anything about it. So much, however, we 
do see, that this full life was not exhausted, as a superficial eye 
might suppose, by all its science and research. His 'theoretic 
life' was rooted in a second life, hidden and profoundly personal, 
from which that ideal derived its force. The picture of Aristotle 
as nothing but a scientist is the reverse of the truth. This was 
precisely the age in which the self began to be emancipated from 
the chains of the objective side of life, when it felt more con- 
sciously than ever before that it could not be satisfied with 
external creation alone. At this time the private side of life 
withdrew from the turmoil of action into its quiet comer and 
made itself at home there. The private side of individuals 
also awoke and locked the door against uninvited guests. The 
absolutely objective form in which Aristotle always presented 
himself to the outside world was already based on a conscious 
separation of personal from externalized activities. Only a little 
later the rapidly swelling torrent of subjectivity burst its dam 

^ Frg 668 m Rose. According to Aristotle myth and philosophy are closely 
connected. This was a problem that he took over from Plato. Metaph. A 2, 
982^ 17: ‘A man who is puzzled and wonders thinks himself ignorant. Hence 
even the lover of myth is m a sense a lover of Wisdom, for the myth is composed 
of wonders.* It is of course one thmg to see elements of philosophy in the 
love of m3rth, and another when the philosopher, as Aristotle does in this 
fragment, indulges himself by retummg at the end of his long struggle with 
the problems to the half-hidden, illogical, obscure, but suggestive, language 
of myth. 

3803 
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and swept all fixed objects away into the rhythm of its own 
inward movement. 

The bust that recent research recognizes as being really 
Aristotle's shows a very individual head.^ The artist has done 
his work in a somewhat conventionally refined manner, but in 
spite of that it has a speakingly vivid personality. As in the 
famous head of Euripides, the thinker is revealed by the hair 
hanging over the powerful forehead in thin and sparse locks. The 
artist has not stopped, however, at such more or less t3rpical 
features in his effort to grasp his subject's individuahty. From 
the side we are struck by the contrast between the chin ]utting 
out beneath a tightly closed mouth, giving an expression of 
indomitable energy, and the critical, contemplative, perfectly 
level gaze of the eyes, directed towards some fixed point out- 
side the man and strangely unconscious of the passion and move- 
ment portrayed in the lower half of the face. The intensity of 
that penetrating vision is almost disquieting. The whole coun- 
tenance gives an impression of highly cultivated intelligence, 
but from the very first instant this is subordinate to the expres- 
sion of strained and earnest attention that embraces all the 
features. The control of the intellect is evident throughout. 
Only round the mocking mouth there plays a shadow of suffer- 
ing — ^the sole element of the involuntary that this visage reveals 

In conclusion we may place here a translation of his will. It 
transports us directly into the human atmosphere in which he 
lived.^ 

• 

* All will be well ; but, m case anything should happen, Aristotle has 
made these dispositions. Antipater is to be executor in all matters and 
in general; but, until Nicanor shall arrive, Aristomenes, Timarchus, 
Hipparchus, Dioteles and (if he consent and if circumstances permit him) 
Theophrastus shall take charge as well of Herpylhs and the children as of 
the property And when the girl [his daughter Pythias] shall be grown 
up she shall be given m marriage to Hicanor , but if anything happen to 
the girl (which heaven forbid and no such thing will happen) before her 
marriage, or when she is married but before there are children, Nicanor 
shall have full powers, both with regard to the child and with regard to 
everything else, to admmister in a manner woithy both of himself and 
of us. Nicanor shall take charge of the girl and of the boy Nicomachus as 

* Studniczka, Ein Bildms des Aristoteles, Leipzig, 1908. (Dekanatspro- 
gramm ) 

2 Diog L. V. ir. R. D Hicks’s translation (Loeb Classical Library). 



ARISTOTLE IN ATHENS 323 

he shall think fit in all that concerns them as if he were father and 
brother. And if anything should happen to Nicanor (which heaven 
forbid •) either before he marries the girl, or when he has married her but 
before there are children, any arrangements that he may make shall be 
valid. And if Theophrastus is willing to live with her, he shall have the 
same rights as Nicanor. Otherwise the executors in consultation with 
Antipater shall administer as regards the daughter and the boy as seems 
to them to be best The executors and Nicanor, in memory of me and of 
the steady affection which Herpyllis has home towards me, shall take 
care of her in every other respect and, if she desires to be married, shall 
see that she be given to one not unworthy; and besides what she has 
already received they shall give her a talent of silver out of the estate and 
three handmaids whomsoever she shall choose besides the maid she has 
at present and the man-servant Pyrrhaeus , and if she chooses to remain 
at Chalcis, the lodge by the garden, if m Stagira, my father's house. 
Whichever of these two houses she chooses, the executors shall furnish 
with such furniture as they thmk proper and as Herpyllis herself may 
approve. Nicanor shall take charge of the boy Myrmex, that he be taken 
to his own friends m a manner worthy of me with the property of his 
which we received. Ambracis shall be given her freedom, and on my 
daughter's marriage shall receive 500 drachmas and the maid whom she 
now has. And to Thale shall be given, m addition to the maid whom she 
has and who was bought, a thousand drachmas and a maid And Simon, 
in addition to the money before paid to him towards another servant, 
shall either have a servant purchased for him or receive a further sum of 
money. And Tycho, Philo, Olympius, and his child shall have their 
freedom when my daughter is married. None of the servants who waited 
upon me shall be sold but they shall continue to be employed ; and when 
they arrive at the proper age they shall have their freedom if they deserve 
it. My executors shall see to it when the images which Gryllion has been 
commissioned to execute are finished, that they be set up, namely that of 
Nicanor, that of Proxenus, which it was my intention to have executed, 
and that of Nicanor's mother , also they shall set up the bust which has 
been executed of Anmnestus, to be a memorial of him seemg that he died 
childless, and shall dedicate my mother’s statue to Demeter at Nemea or 
wherever they think best And wherever they bury me, there the bones 
of Pythias shall be laid, in accordance with her own instructions And to 
commemorate Nicanor’s safe return, as I vowed on his behalf, they shall 
set up in Stagira stone statues of life size to Zeus and Athena the Saviours.’ 



CHAPTER XIII 

THE ORGANIZATION OF RESEARCH 

A ristotle’s second stay in Athens was the culnaination of his 
Xx development. It was his maturity ; he completed his doc- 
trine and functioned as the head of a great school. Since scholars 
have long recognized a connexion between the extant writings 
and his activity as a lecturer, while on the other hand they have 
supposed that only during this last period was he actually 
lecturing, they have naturally concluded that aU the treatises 
were composed during this time, and have swallowed without 
misgiving the awkward consequence of their inference, namely 
that the whole composition must have been crowded into the 
short space of thirteen years. We cannot put the reigning view 
more briefly than it has been expressed by Zeller, who is still 
reckoned an authority on these questions; 'If, then, the view 
already indicated as to the destination of these texts for his 
scholars, their connexion with his teaching, and the character 
of their cross-references be right, it follows that aU of them must 
have been composed during his final sojourn in Athens’.^ 

Our inquiry into the soj ourn at Assos has made it unnecessary 
to say more about the untenability of this view, and it also makes 
it possible to get a clearer notion of the special significance of 
Aristotle's last period within his whole development. Now that 
we have succeeded in determining the spirit atid direction of his 
work during the middle years, we see that the last phase, that 
in Athens, was very clearly distinguished from the preceding. 
Bold speculation and extensive empirical investigation, which 
according to the previous view were both compressed into a 
narrow space in the last period, now become separated m time. 
The foundations of his philosophy were complete by the middle 

^ Zeller, AnstoUe and the Earher EenpateHcs, vol i, p. 155 Cf. Bemays, 
B%e Bmloge dss Avistoieles, p. 128' 'All the surviving works belong to the last 
period of Aristotle's life, and even if the little that has been ascertained about 
their chronological relations to each other were ever to be increased by fortu- 
nate discovenes, the nature of their content excludes all hope that even the 
earliest of them could ever be early enough to show us Aristotle still working 
at his system; at all points it presents itself to us as complete, nowhere do we 
see the builder buildmg.’ 
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period — taking 'philosophy’ in the narrow sense in which it is 
always used by the expositors, and therefore excluding his 
gigantic researches in the sciences of nature and of man He 
began his philosophical development by following Plato ; he then 
went on to criticize him ; but in his third period there appeared 
something totally new and original. He turned to the empirical 
investigation of details, and by consistently carr3dng out his 
conception of form he became in this sphere the creator of a 
new type of study For the present we wiU not ask what is the 
relation between this line of work and the philosophy of the 
preceding stage, nor how far the one completes the other and 
how far it goes beyond it. We must begin by estabhshing the 
fact as such, namely that while the central philosophical dis- 
ciplines only received during this period certain alterations 
charactenstic of the spirit of the new direction that his work was 
taking, it was the wide field of nature and history in which he 
was really productive. The main proof of this lies in the recently 
discovered papyri and inscriptions; but their necessary con- 
sequences for the history of his development have not yet been 
drawn 

An honorific inscription dug up m the year 1895 records the 
decision of the Delphians 'to praise and crown’ Aristotle and his 
nephew Callisthenes in gratitude for their having established a 
complete list of the winners at the Pythian games from the earliest 
times to the present.^ Such a list had of course necessitated very 
extensive researches among the archives, researches which must 
have been significant for the history of culture and literature as 
well. In this work Aristotle was, so far as we can see, breaking 
new ground. It cannot have taken place very early in view of 
the co-operation of his nephew, who had been his disciple at 
Assos and at Pella (above, p. 318) ; nor yet after 334, when CaUis- 
thenes went to Asia with Alexander. It was probably in con- 
nexion with his history of the Sacred War that Callisthenes 
obtained access to the archives of the Delphic priests, in order 
to study the sources for the struggles and negotiations with the 
Phocians, which could not be done elsewhere. That the actual 
date of the List of Pythian Winners was about 335/4, shortly 
before Callisthenes' departure for Asia, is shown by the mason's 
* Dittenberger, Sylloge^, p. 485 
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bill for cutting a stone record of this list, which is preserved and 
bears the name of the Delphic archon Caphis (331/0). It was a 
laborious piece of work, amounting, by recent calculations, to a 
tablet of about 60,000 words. It can be none other than the list 
of Aristotle and CaUisthenes, the chiselling of which apparently 
continued through several years. ^ It follows that this list was 
drawn up towards the end of the Macedonian period or at the 
beginning of the Athenian. 

To the same period belong Aristotle's great antiquarian 
researches into the competitions at the great Dionysia and the 
Lenaea, and his Didascaliae, records of the dramatic perform- 
ances at Athens, which later formed the framework of the 
chronology used by the Alexandnne historians of hterature for 
their history of the classical theatre, and are still the foundation 
of all we know about the dates when the pieces were played. 
These researches, fundamental for the history of Greek litera- 
ture, were undoubtedly suggested by Aristotle’s philosophical 
study of the problems of poetics. The immense collection of 
material comes after the philosophical study, for the lost dia- 
logue On Poets certainly goes back to early days. Here again 
the new element is the amphfication of conceptual treatment 
by means of the study of historical and chronological detail. 
These researches can only have been made on the spot, in the 
archives of the archon, and therefore either prior to the death 
of Plato or after 335. The analogy of Aristotle’s other works of 
this sort, however, clearly indicates that they-belong to the late 
period, and it is very obvious of itself that the preliminary 
investigations, which would have been impossible without the 
permission of the government, were made in connexion with the 
civic reform of the theatre that Lycurgus, the maker of the new 
stone theatre at Athens, undertook towards the end of the 
thirties ^ Just as he arranged for state copies of ah the old 

^ Cf. Homolle m Bulletin de correspondance hellSniquBj vol xxu, p 631 

* Aristotle's interest m the development of the mam literary forms, especially 
tragedy and comedy, which the post-Aristotehan Peripatetics extended to 
further classes (as appears from Horace, Ars Poet 73, 275), is revealed m the 
fragments of his Victories preserved on an inscription (CIA II. 971). which 
mention the first performance of kGijioi or revels Unlike the Didascaliae this 
work arose not out of Aristotle’s interest in the history of the theatre but merely 
out of the Athenian state’s of&cial interest in the persons and tribes of the 
winning backers and producers. Hence it clearly proves the connexion between 
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tragedies and monuments to the classical masters, as well as 
providing for regular revivals of their plays, so must he have 
been the man who set up in stone at the back of the Porch, 
behind the theatre of Dionysus, the record of aU dramatic 
competitions since the end of the sixth century. The catalogues 
of Aristotle's writings also mention a work comparable to the 
list of Pythian winners on the winners at the Olympian games, 
following in the path first trodden by the sophist Hippias of 
Elis. Of this nothing is known Presumably it was directly 
suggested by the Pythian list; if so it must also belong to the 
second stay in Athens. 

It can be shown, as we have previously remarked, that the 
same conclusion is probably true also of that tremendous under- 
taking, the collection of 158 constitutions The sole time when 
the philosopher could command the external aids necessary for 
such an extensive work, which must have employed a very large 
number of researchers, was while he was head of a great school 
within which he could tram fellow-workers suited to his purpose. 
The sojourn at the court of PeUa is not a conceivable alternative, 
for, while he had financial support there, he could not have 
found the necessary assistants. The Conshtuhon of Athens, 
which was recovered at the beginning of the nineties and forms 
the first book of the collection, coming from Aristotle's own pen, 
gives in the specially copious material of Attic history an example 
of the method to be adopted throughout the whole work. The 
temporal references show that it was not published before 329/8.^ 
The work on the other constitutions, of which, thanks to 


these researches and Lycurgus’ civic reform of the theatre On the Didascaha^ 
see Tachmann, Ve AY%stot&hs D%dascah%s (Dissertation), Gottingen, 1909. 

^ For some time after the discovery of the Constituhon of Athens much 
unnecessary dust was raised about its date as well as about its genuineness 
Torr detected the truth at once in his *Date of the Constitution of Athens' 
(Athenaeum No 3302, cf Classical Review, vol v, 3, p iig) The date of com- 
position IS limited in the backward direction by the mention of the archon 
Cephisophon (329/8), and forwards by the mention m chapter 46 of the build- 
ing of triremes and quadriremes but not of quinquer ernes, which, however, are 
spoken of in C I A II. 809 d go as existing and are there taken over from the 
previous official year. It follows from this inscnption that the decision to build 
qmnqueremes, of which Aristotle is unaware, must have been taken at the 
latest in 326 Hence the Constitution of Athens was written between 329/8 and 
327/6. See Wilamowitz, Aristoteles und Aihen, vol. 1, p. 211, n. 43 I pass over 
the completely mistaken attempts to put the work back into the fifties. 
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unusually numerous fragments, we stiU possess a variegated 
picture, cannot therefore have been done before Aristotle's last 
years, if, indeed, it was completed at all during his hfe 

With this colossal compilation, the result of careful and 
detailed work based on local source-material, Aristotle reached 
his point of greatest distance from the philosophy of Plato. The 
individual is now almost an end in itself. The same character 
appears still more clearly in the purely literary and philological 
Homeric Problems, the number of the books of which, as col- 
lected by the editors, was probably six ; they lead up to Alex- 
andrian interpretation and criticism, and together with the 
foundation of poetics, of the chronology of literature, and of the 
study of the personality of poets, they have made Aristotle 
the creator of philology, which his pupil's pupil, Demetrius of 
Phalerum, afterwards earned over to Alexandria We can prove 
that the AiKaichiJciCTa ttoXecov or Pleas of the Cities also belongs to 
this late period (and thus make it fairly probable that the Bar- 
barian Customs does so too) by means of a fragment mentioning 
the expedition of Alexander of Molossus to southern Italy, where 
he met his death. Aeschines in his speech on the crown refers 
to this death as being a very recent event, and hence it falls at 
the end of the thirties, 330 being the year usually assigned.^ 

The above-mentioned works represent a scientific type of 
exact research into the real world that was something absolutely 
new and pioneer in the Greek world of the time. Even Demo- 
critus cannot be compared with it. Freed from the Platonic way 
of thinking, Aristotle herewith became the hero of the line of 
universal inquirers that began with the Alexandrine philology 
of Callimachus and Aristarchus and has perpetuated itself every 
few centuries since the Renascence in isolated outstanding 
figures such as Scaliger. He far surpasses all his successors, how- 
ever, in the originality of method that enabled him to fore- 
shadow the science of future millennia — ^the method of applying 
the principle of form to the details of reality, the idea of the 
uni/omity of nature — and in the complexity of genius by which 

* Anst. frg 614 in Rose. Aesch Ctes 242. The expedition of Alexander 
the Molossian is mentioned in the Pleas as a histoncal example, and is obviously 
already past. The Customs, with its ethnological, antiquarian, and m3rtho- 
logical interest, should belong to the same period of study. It is the counter- 
part of the Constztuhons. 
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he spanned not merely the history and theory of culture but also 
the opposite hemisphere of natural science. 

In natural science, again, the work of his last period reveals 
him as the master not so much of philosophy as of ‘history’ in 
the Greek sense of the word, which includes the detailed study 
of nature and natural life as well as the knowledge of human 
events. We have been accustomed of old to taJce his scientific 
works as all of a piece, and to put the History of Animals, and 
the books on the Parts and on the Generation of Animals, into 
the same series as the Physics, the work On the Heavens, and 
that on Coming-to-he and Passing-away. We should certainly 
hesitate, however, to assert that the Problems were early, since 
the collection as we have it is not identical with Aristotle’s at 
all, but in part the property of his disciples, who were the 
immediate continuators of the detailed research inaugurated 
in the Peripatos. This makes it very probable that even the 
genuinely Aristotelian problems belong to the late period, as is 
indicated also by the richness of their material and the variety 
of their special interests It is really perfectly obvious in itself 
that the celestial mechanics of the work On the Heavens, together 
with the speculative treatment of the fundamental conceptions 
of 'physics’, were Academic in origin, as we have shown them 
to be, whereas this absorption in details, most of them utterly 
unrelated to philosophy, does not fit the period of speculation. 
But we must go farther stiU. The History of Animals itself 
belongs in intellectual structure not to the conceptual type 
exemplified by the Physics but to the same level as the collec- 
tion of constitutions. As a collection of matenal its relation to 
the books on the Parts and on the Generation of Animals, which 
work upon it and inquire into the reasons of the phenomena that 
it contains, is exactly the same as that of the collection of 
constitutions to the late, empirical books of the Politics. It 
provides them with a substratum. Hence it is with the History 
of Animals just as with the Pro Wms ; this work shows the clearest 
traces of different authors; the last books are by younger 
members of tlie school, who appear as continuing, completing, 
and even correcting and criticizing, the work of the master. 
Probably the task was organized just like that of collecting the 
constitutions, the work being distributed among various persons 
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right from the start. What part Aristotle himself took in it can 
hardly be determined with certainty now. The description of 
the vegetable world, which is very closely connected with that 
of the animal, was assigned to Theophrastus, who carried it 
through on his own. It can scarcely be true, as has sometimes 
been asserted, that the History of Animals would be conceivable 
apart from the discoveries made by Alexander’s expedition. 
The information it contains about the habits of animals at that 
tune unknown in Greece, such as elephants, presupposes the 
experiences of the march to India, and there are certainly 
numerous other passages where the influence of this enormous 
extension of Greek knowledge is stiU concealed from us. How 
great was the profit of the Asiatic expeditions to Theophrastus’ 
botany is made clear m BretzTs admirable though not final 
work. I Thus aU indications point to a late date for the origin of 
the philosopher’s zoological works. We must not project this 
whole organization of specialized research backwards into the 
Academy ; that would give a completely illusory picture. It has 
been shown above that the Likenesses of Speusippus, though 
mainly concerned with plants, did not contain botanical studies 
in the manner of Theophrastus but matenal for the method of 
division by genus and species as recommended by Plato in his 
later days in the Sophist and the Statesman and as actually 
practised in the Academy merely for the sake of the logic of 
classification and not out of any interest in particular things and 
the conditions of their lives.^ We can clearly detect, in Anstotle's 

p 

I M Bretzl, Botanische Forschungen des Alexanderzugs, Leipzig, 1903. 

^ In the first book On the Parts of Ammals, which contains a general metho- 
dological introduction, the significance of which for the aim of Aristotle*s latest 
researches must be evaluated hereafter, he contrasts his pomt of view in detail 
(cc. 2-4) with the Academic method of division The principle of dichotomy 
as put forward by Plato m the Sophist and the Statesman and afterwards applied 
to particular natural kmds by his disciples, especially Speusippus, is there 
sharply criticized both from the standpomt of logic and also as being useless in 
the construction of a real zoology, if one is to avoid tearing related species 
asunder. It is true that even in the early Topics (VI. 6, 144^32) he cnticizes 
certam superficiahties of Academic division from the logical pomt of view, but 
this sort of contradiction had already arisen within the Academic circle itself, 
as he teUs us there. The criticism m the Parts of Animals and at other places m 
the zoological works is totally independent of this It arose out of his own long- 
contmued positive concern with the actual animal kmgdom, and is the upshot 
of his efforts to wrest a new classification from the facts themselves. The 
incompleteness of this 'system', which has often led to the denial of its 



THE ORGANIZATION OF RESEARCH 331 

Htstory of Animals and Theophrastus' History of Plants , the 
influence of the schematism of this method ; but to suppose that 
its real achievement lay in the classification of animals and 
plants would be wrong It was far less important in the develop- 
ment of natural science than the fact that here for the first time 
the observation and description of the individual and its life- 
history was being taken absolutely seriously. It is just here that 
the achievement of Aristotle and his school was so vast, m spite 
of several blunders which, in view of the multiplicity and various 
worth of the sources he had to use, were inevitable while the 
method was in its infancy. The Meteorology will also belong to 
this period as a whole. ^ The book on the cause of the Nile's 
floods, the genuineness of which can no longer be doubted, is a 
particularly interesting case of a special problem m this sphere. 
We can almost see Aristotle at work during this period when he 
communicates to his fellow-workers the results of the latest 
observations from the upper valley, and ends his account with 
the exclamation : 'The Nile floods are no longer a problem, for it 
has actually been observed that rains are the cause of the 
swelling '2 

Very closely connected with the studies of organic nature and 
living things is the set of inquiries that Aristotle undertakes in 
his work On the Soul and in the group of anthropological and 
physiological monographs attached thereto. The mere fact that 
he attaches to psychology the doctrines of perception and colour, 
of memory and recall, of sleep and waking, of dreams, of breath- 
ing, of the motioif of living things, of longevity, of youth and age, 
of life and death, reveals a consistently physiological attitude ; 
the starting-point of this series of studies is necessarily psycho- 
logy, because the soul is here conceived as the principle of life, 

existence, is due to its late appearance m Aristotle's development as a thinker. 
See Jurgen Bona Meyer, AristoteUs* Txevhunde, Etn Beitrag zuy Ceschichte dev 
ZoologiB, Physiologie und alien PInlosophte (Berlin, 1S55), pp 53 and 70 JEf 

* Sec above, pp 307-8, 

2 I am convinced by Partsch's excellent article 'Des Aristoteles Buch uber 
das Stcigen des Nil’, Abkandlungcn der sachstschen Gesellschaft dev W%ssen~ 
schaften (philosophisch-histonsche Klasse), vol xxvu, p. 553, Leipzig, 1910. The 
original form of the conclusion translated m the text is preserved by Photius 
(oOkIti TrpdpXTlpeic £cnriv. (io(p6T| yip 9 cicvEpoos 6 ti Oetwv aCi^ei, see Partsch, p. 574), 
and is characteristic of Aristotle, cf. Metaph H 6, 1045*^24, ‘the question will 
no longer be thought a difficulty’. 
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which is thereafter pursued through all its characteristic mani- 
festations. All sorts of traces indicate that the senes only 
gradually attained to its present completeness. ^ The conjunc- 
tion of these more general physiological preliminanes with the 
zoological works to form a comprehensive picture of the organic 
world, as we now have it, gives us an artistic pedagogical struc- 
ture which did not appear in this form until the last period. 
The question is how far the psychology itself shares in the general 
development that we have already sketched, and whether we can 
discover any data for the construction of a chronology of this 
work and of the so-called Parva Naturalia, 

In this connexion the third book On the Soul, which contains 
the doctrine of Nus, stands out as pecuharly Platonic and not 
very scientific. This doctnne is an old and permanent element 
of Aristotle's philosophy, one of the main roots of his meta- 
physics. The treatment of it in this work goes deeply into 
metaphysics. On and around it the psycho-physical theory of 
the soul was subsequently constructed, as it appears, without, 
however, bridging the gulf between the two parts whose intel- 
lectual heritages were so different. It might be objected that 
this twofold character pervades Aristotle's whole philosophy 
and must have been inherent in it from the beginning. Against 
this view it must be said that the doctrine of Nus was a tradi- 
tional element inherited from Plato, who, however, had no 
psycho-physics or only slight beginnings of one, and that, while 
we find a developed theory of Nu^ even in the earliest works of 
Aristotle of which we can have exact knowledge, as is consistent 
with the general speculative tendency of his first Platonizing 
philosophy, we do not find any trace of empirical psychology in 
those works. The latter pursuit is entirely his own invention 
Hence it is certainly not an accident that his ethics, for example, 
is built on a very primitive theory of the soul, namely the 
division of it into a rational and an irrational part. This vener- 
able doctnne, appearing in Aristotle as early as the Protrepticus, 
is simply Plato's. For practical reasons he left it undisturbed 
in later days, although his psychology had advanced a long way 
in the meantime and he no longer recognized parts of the soul 

* See Brandxs, Gytech%sch-rom%sche Philosophie, vol. u b 2, pp 1192 ff, and 
my article 'Das Pneuma im Lykeion', Hermes, vol. xlvm, p. 42. 
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at all. In ethics it remained convenient to work with the old 
ideas, and no errors followed serious enough to vitiate the 
ethical result ; Plato's old system was ingrained in the founda- 
tions of his ethics for good and all. Nevertheless he thinks it 
necessary to apologize for thus simpUf3dng his problem.* The 
structure of his ethics would probably have been different if, 
when its foundations were being laid, his psychology had already 
reached the level at which we know it. This contrast of levels 
can still be pointed out in definite details. The way in which the 
Eudemus develops Plato’s theory of Recollection, and the belief 
in personal immortality as we find it there and even in the 
dialogue On Philosophy (that is, even at the beginning of 
the middle period), are incompatible with the psycho-physics of 
the work On the Soul as it has come down to us. They presuppose 
the persistence after death of precisely that part of human 
consciousness which according to the philosopher’s later view 
is bound up with the body.^ Moreover, we have to recognize 
that the ethics of the middle period, with its theological notion 
of clairvoyance and of prophecy, is still on the same level as the 
dialogue On Philosophy, whereas the work On the Interpretation 
of Dreams, which belongs to the series of physiological inquiries 
attached to the books On the Soul, represents a complete break 
with this Platonizing view. The state of mind here is completely 
non-ethical and purely scientific ; and more important than the 
fact that Aristotle rejects his previous view is the method on the 
basis of which he rejects it. He even introduces considerations 
drawn from the psychology of animals, a clear sign of the changed 
spirit of this new and completely unmystical attitude.* Now the 

* In the Eudemian Ethics Aristotle is still confidently basing his doctrine 
of virtue on the old schematic division of the soul into 'two parts that share 
in reason' (II, i, 1219^ 28), just as he does in the Protr&pticus, which he is here 
following word for word (see above, p 249). On the other hand, the corre- 
sponding passage of the later version [Eth Nic. I. 13, 1102^23 ff.) apolo- 
getically insists that the statesman and the practical man, in order to judge 
questions of virtue correctly, need a minimum (only thatl) of psychological 
knowledge 'To refine further is perhaps more laborious than the matters in 
hand demand Moreover, some pomts concerning virtue are sufficiently 
explained in the exoteric works, and they should be consulted/ Then comes 
the doctrine, traditional at this pomt, of the rational and the irrational parts 
of the soul, but with a short reference to the problematic nature of the concep- 
tion of ‘parts of the soul'. Accordingly this phrase is purposely avoided in what 
follows. 2 See above, pp. 50 ff. 

3 In this exti em cly interesting essay Aristotle tries to give a natural explanation 
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new spirit is sovereign throughout the first two classical books 
of the psychology, with their theory of sense-perception and the 
accompanying view of the soul as the entelechy of the organic 
body. The doctnne of Nus could never have given rise to this. 
Equally epoch-making are the researches in the short physio- 
logical works It IS not a bold inference, but simply an evident 
fact, that they belong to the same late stage of development as 
the work On thelnterpretakon of Dreams, which is inserted among 
them as a monograph on a problem inherited from Plato. ^ In 
content, m method, in date, and in general outlook, this whole 
complex of researches belongs with the great works on the parts 
and generation of living things Even if, therefore, the present 
version of the third book On the Soul is uniform and con- 
temporary with the other two and the Parva Naturalia (on 
which I hazard no opinion, because the materials for a decision 
are lacking) , that cannot alter the fact that the ideas obontNus 
are earlier, while the method and the execution of the rest is 
later and belongs to another stage of development — ^in fact, to 
another dimension of thought.^ 

Another and no less important creation of Aristotle’s later 
days was the foundation of the history of philosophy and the 
sciences, a great collective work, encyclopaedic in dimensions yet 
uniform in outlook, whose monumental structure first made 

of the phenomenon of dream-divmation by means of psycho-physiology He 
does not deny that we sometimes have prevision of the future in the dream- 
state, but he does now deny that this prevision proceeds from metaphysical 
regions Against the belief in dreams sent by a god there is the fact that neither 
wise nor good men are accustomed to have such dreaSns, but often precisely 
morally inferior persons who happen to be physically disposed to them, and 
also the fact that animals too have dreams (a reference to the History of 
Animals j IV lo, 536^28). He shows the connexion between what we dream 
and the subconscious or conscious impressions of the waking life, and exammes 
in detail the causes of the distortion of images in dreams For divination in 
the dialogue On Philosophy see above, pp. i6z £f , and in the original ethics 
above, pp 240-241 

^ It IS not illuminatmg to suppose that Aristotle could have adopted the 
standpoint of scientific psychology in other matters at a time when he was still 
chenshmg the mystical view of divmation, and that just on this one pomt 
conservative Platonism was still causmg him to compromise On the contrary, 
his change of view about divination was simply the logical expression of a 
change m his whole manner of regarding psychic life, 

® Although the Parva Naturalia deal only with the general physiological 
conditions of life, and do not enter mto details, their frequent mention of prm- 
ciples of classification usual m the zoological works shows clearly that they are 
based on these empirically ascertained ‘divisions'. 
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visible to sense that living unity of knowledge which the Peri- 
patos embodied. On a view of the world-process such as Aris- 
totle’s the history of the gradual advance of human knowledge 
is the grand final theme of learning. With it science attains the 
stage of an histoncal understanding of the inner teleological law 
of its own being, just as it might that of a plant or an animal. 
It is astounding how he executed this task It far exceeded the 
powers of a single person, and had to be divided among several 
workers, like the description of political forms or that of organic 
nature. Theophrastus was allotted the history of the physical 
and — ^m the modem sense — ^metaphysical systems, which he 
portrayed in eighteen books. In discussing the development 
of those two modes of thought, inseparably connected in ancient 
times, he gave a systematic arrangement to all the problems 
from Thales and the ‘physiologists’ down to his own age. Enough 
fragments of the work still exist, most of them recovered from 
the late doxographers, to enable us to estimate the compre- 
hensive nature of the comparative history that he produced. It 
could not have been carried out without the aid of Aristotle’s 
library, the first considerable collection of books that we know 
of on European soil, and the documentary trastworthiness of 
the personal researches on which it rested made it antiquity’s 
last word on the subject In later times it was frequently con- 
tinued and carried down to the then present, selections were 
chosen from it, its contents were compressed into the most 
various forms, until in late antiquity, diluted to the utmost and 
rendered as far as possible mechanical, it was made into an 
introductory textbook for beginners. Besides the Opinions of the 
Physicists there was Eudemus’ history of arithmetic, geometry, 
and astronomy, and presumably also his history of theology. 
Tlie former in particular was an authoritative work throughout 
antiquity, and most of the later statements about the history 
of ancient mathematics go back to it. There was also a history 
of medicine, which Menon was commissioned to write ; an extract 
from it has recently been restored to us on a newly discovered 
papyrus. This whole work on the history of knowledge can have 
arisen only in that late period when the first attempts at a 
history of philosophy, as we find them in the early M etaphysics A, 
were continued on the grand scale of the Constitutions, and when 
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specialized inquiries in the field of organic nature had established 
communication with the sphere of medicine. 

Under the leadership of Theophrastus the Peripatetic school 
further cultivated its relations with the more famous of the con- 
temporary schools of medicine, such as that at Cnidus, and later 
on that at Alexandria. D3mastic confirmation was given to these 
relations by the marriage of Aristotle’s daughter Pythias to 
Metrodorus, a representative of the Cnidian school, who taught 
at Athens — ^no doubt in the Lyceum — ^where the great physician 
Erasistratus was his student. It can be shown that in his writ- 
ing Aristotle makes constant use of medical literature, not 
merely of the Hippocratic kind that flourished in Cos, but even 
more of the Pneumatic physicians of the Sicilian school (Philis- 
tion. Diodes), and this proves that these studies were pursued 
in the Lyceum in connexion with physiology and anthropology. 
Then, too, was collected the pedagogical material treated in the 
medical work Dissecitons, to which Aristotle often refers in the 
zoological writings. This book was an illustrated, atlas-like 
work, for figures and drawings are expressly mentioned. The 
fact that such equipment was needed for object-lessons shows 
that there were regular courses of lectures in anatomy and 
physiology, which was not so in Plato’s Academy. Plato’s 
medical studies in the Timaeus and his relations with Philistion 
were isolated events. Here again the real organizer, the man 
who made empirical investigation an end in itself, was Aristotle. 

To us modems the scientific study of minutiae is no longer 
unfamiliar. We think of it as the fmitful depth of experience 
from which alone genuine knowledge of reality flows. It needs 
a lively historical sense, such as is not often found, to realize 
vividly at this time of day how strange and repellent this mode 
of procedure was to the average Greek of the fourth century, 
and what a revolutionary innovation Aristotle was making. 
Scientific thought had to forge step by step the methods that 
to-day are its securest possession and most commonplace tool. 
The technique of the orderlyobservation of particulars, methodi- 
cally pursued, was learnt from the exact modem medicine of the 
end of the fifth century, and in the fourth century from the 
astronomy of the orientals with their century-long catalogues 
and records. Earlier students of the philosophy of nature had 
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not gone beyond the divinatory explanation of isolated strik- 
ing phenomena. What the Academy had added was, as has been 
said, not the collection and description of particulars, but the 
logical classification of universal genera and species. Plato 
in his later years had, of course, insistently demanded that we 
should not stop half-way in our classifications, but carry on the 
divisions until we came to the indivisible, for the sake of the 
exhaustive completeness that alone could lend certainty to 
the method; but he was referring only to the species, not to the 
sensible appearances. His indivisible still remained a universal. 
The first person to investigate the sensible as the vehicle of the 
universal ('immattered form’) was Aristotle. This aim was a 
new one even in comparison with the empiricism of the older 
medicine and astronomy. 

He needed unspeakable labour and patience to lead his hearers 
into the new paths. It cost him many efforts of persuasion and 
many biting reprimands to teach the young men, who were 
accustomed to the abstract play of ideas in Attic verbal duel- 
ling, and understood by a hberal education the formal capacity 
to handle political questions with the aid of rhetoric and logic, 
or at best perhaps the knowledge of 'higher things’ (nETecopa) — 
to teach them to devote themselves to the inspection of insects 
and earth-worms, or to examine the entrails of dissected animals 
without aesthetic repugnance. In the introduction to his work 
On the Parts of Ammals he initiates his hearers into this kind 
of study with an acute exposition of the method, and depicts 
in an impressive irfanner his new joy in the art of nature and in 
the newly discovered world of secret orderliness.* We repro- 
duce his words here in order that they may receive the attention 
due to them in the history of the mind as Aristotle’s profession 
of his new ideal of studying the individual. He speaks of the 
very different attractions of high speculation in the Platonic 
sense and of the empiricism recommended by himself. He tries 
to be fair to both, but we can feel on which side lay, if not his 
heart, at any rate his scientific interest, when he was trying to 
impress these ideas on his disciples. They were written at a 
time when the metaphysical and conceptual attitude of his 
early decades, though still forming the constructive framework 
* Part. An. I. 5, 644^ 22. 

3R03 2 



338 MATURITY 

of his general vieWj no longer held any place in his creative 
activity. 

* Of things constituted by nature some are ungenerated, imperishable, 
and eternal, while others are subject to generation and decay. The 
former are excellent beyond compare and divine, but less accessible to 
knowledge. The evidence that might throw light on them, and on the 
problems which we long to solve respecting them, is furnished but scantily 
by sensation ; whereas respectmg perishable plants and animals we have 
abundant mformation, living as we do in their midst, and ample data 
may be collected concemmg all their various kmds, if only we are willing 
to take sufi&cient pams. Both departments, however, have their special 
charm. The scanty conceptions to which we can attain of celestial things 
give us, from their excellence, more pleasure than all our knowledge of 
the world m which we hve ; just as a half glimpse of persons that we love 
is more delightful than a leisurely view of other thmgs, whatever their 
number and dimensions. On the other hand, m certitude and in com- 
pleteness our knowledge of terrestrial thmgs has the advantage. More- 
over, their greater nearness and afidmty to us balances somewhat the 
loftier mterest of the heavenly thmgs that are the objects of the higher 
philosophy. Having already treated of the celestial world, as far as 
our conjectures could reach, we proceed to treat of animals, without 
omitting, to the best of our ability, any member of the kmgdom, however 
ignoble. For if some have no graces to charm the sense, yet even these, 
by disclosing to intellectual perception the artistic spirit that designed 
them, give immense pleasure to all who can trace links of causation, and 
axe inclined to philosophy. Indeed, it would be strange if mimic repre- 
sentations of them were attractive, because they disclose the mimetic 
skill of the pamter or sculptor, and the origmal reahties themselves were 
not more interestmg, to all at any rate who have eyes to discern the 
reasons that determmed their formation. We therefore must not recoil 
with childish aversion from the exammation of the humbler ammals. 
Every realm of nature is marvellous; and as Heraclitus, when the 
strangers who came to visit him found him wafmmg himself at the 
furnace m the kitchen and hesitated to go m, is reported to have bidden 
them not to be afraid to enter, as even in that kitchen divinities were 
present, so we should venture on the study of every kind of animal 
without distaste ; for each and all wiU reveal to us somethmg natural and 
somethmg beautiful. Absence of haphazard and conduciveness of every- 
thing to an end are to be found in Nature's works m the highest degree, 
and the resultant end of her generations and combinations is a form of 
the beautiful. 

‘ If any person thinks the exammation of the rest of the ammal kmg- 
dom an unworthy task, he must hold m like disesteem the study of man. 
For no one can look at the pnmordia of the human frame — ^blood, flesh, 
bones, vessels, and the hke — ^without much repugnance. Moreover, when 
any one of the parts or structures, be it which it may, is under discussion, 
it must not be supposed that it is its material composition to which 
attention is being directed or which is the object of the discussion, but 
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the relation of such part to the total form (iJiopcpii). Similarly, the true 
object of architecture is not bricks, mortar, or timber, but the house ; and 
so the principle object of natural philosophy is not the material elements, 
but their composition, and the totahty of the form, mdependently of 
which they have no existence/ 

The words read like a programme for research and instruc- 
tion in the Peripatetic school. They explain to us the spirit 
that reigns in the works of Aristotle's followers, though these 
men placed metaphysics even more in the background than he 
does here, until it was expressly banished by Strato in the second 
generation The later development of the school can in fact 
be understood only through the almost exclusively empirical 
interest here expressed by Aristotle in his old age, just as Plato's 
disciples attached themselves wholly to his later views. Aris- 
totle is not, of course, proposing the complete excision of meta- 
physics and celestial physics. On the contrary, this very passage 
shows that the lectures on the animal world were preceded by 
some in that sphere It is impossible, however, to mistake the 
complete change in his mood and the displacement of his inner 
centre of gravity as compared with the time when he thought 
of himself primarily as the reviver of Plato's supersensible 
philosophy and the pioneer of a new speculative knowledge of 
God. In his work on metaphysics this study appears, in the true 
Platonic fashion, as the only exact science because the only one 
based on pure N^is , and though he called it, when he was writing 
the original metaphysics, a science vouchsafed only to divine 
knowledge, he wa*s at the same time expressing his proud 
confidence that reason cannot be too highly thought of by man, 
and that nothing in reality is hidden from its power. How 
different sounds the language of his old age ! He no longer speaks 
of the world of appearances as more knowable to us but to be 
contrasted with the essence of reality, which is more knowable 
naturally. He justifies metaphysics now by means of the ever- 
lasting longing of the human heart to penetrate the mysteries 
of the imperishable and invisible world, and is ready to content 
himself with the merest comer of that hidden truth, while the 
precedence as real science (f) Tfjs e-moTfiiJiTis uTOpoxTl) is now clearly 
assigned to empirical research. This is the praise of devotion 
to the small, the confession of allegiance to the study that 
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fulfils its highest achievements in the History of Animals, the 
collection of ConsUtutions, the history of the theatre, and the 
chronicle of the Pythian competitions. 

The spiritual bond between the work and purpose of these 
years and the reformed Platonism of the forties is his pecuhar 
conception of Tmmattered form', which in the passage quoted 
he sets up as the real aim of the study of nature. This idea, from 
being the object of an ontological theory of knowledge, came 
year by year to be rather a living instrument of the most varied 
researches. It now appears, therefore, not with the significance 
of a metaphysical principle — ^taking ‘metaphysicar not in our 
sense but in Aristotle's — ^but as the direct object of conceptually 
interpreted experience. In the same way the notion of purpose, 
which is connected with it, is not in itself a metaphysical con- 
ception for Aristotle, but is simply read off from experience. The 
sphere of applicability of the notion of form, therefore, extends 
far beyond the immanent essences of his metaphysics, the latter 
being restricted, properly speaking, to the entelechies of natural 
things. He explains it in the passage quoted by means of the 
analogy of artistic form. Through this analogy his conception 
of form can be applied to the structures of human culture, which 
are partly of a purely artistic kind, and partly on the borderline 
between conscious spiritual creation and the spontaneous work 
of nature ; of the latter kind are the state and all the forms of 
human society and manners of life By his notion of form he 
bridges the contrast between pure thought and the empirical 
study of individuals, between nature and aft. His empiricism 
is not a mechanical amassing of dead material, but the morpho- 
logical articulation of reality. He organizes and overcomes the 
manifold (orrEipov) of appearances, which Plato simply passes 
over, by ascending from the smallest and most insignificant 
traces of organic form and order to more comprehensive unities. 
Thus he builds up out of experience the total picture of a world 
whose ultimate efficient and final cause is once more a highest 
form, the form of all forms, creative thought. According to 
Plato the spiritualization of man's whole life could be attained 
only by turning away the mind from appearances to the arche- 
type ; according to Aristotle it is in the end identical with the 
specialization of knowledge as here understood. This is because 
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every new discovery of a form, be it that of the lowest insect 
or amphibian or of the tiniest part of human art or speech, is 
a step onward in the task of making mind supreme over matter 
and thus 'giving meaning to reality'. There is nothing in nature, 
even the most worthless and contemptible, that does not con- 
tain something wonderful within itself ; and he whose eye with 
glad astonishment discovers it is akin to the spirit of Aristotle. 



CHAPTER XIV 

THE REVISION OF THE THEORY OF THE PRIME 

MOVER 

I N Aristotle's last period there was another pregnant altera- 
tion in his theology, obviously made in connexion with the 
final revision of the Metaphysics On this occasion the oldest 
part of this study, and that in which his Platonic heritage most 
persistently asserted itself,^ namely the theory of the unmoved 
mover and of its relation to the celestial revolutions, underwent 
a change. As has been shown, ^ the actual elaboration of the 
theological portion was never completed in the final version, 
but there remains a considerable passage that was intended to 
form part of it, and was subsequently inserted by the editors 
into Book A, to which in subject it belongs. 

From its apparent lack of aU external relation to the rest 
Bonitz inferred that Book A is not the intended conclusion of 
the Metaphysics but an independent treatise, and must be 
assigned to an earlier date.^ We have confirmed this inference 
in another way by revealing the connexion of Book A with the 
earliest version of the Metaphysics and the form there given to 
the doctrine.4 Against this early dating, however, there stands 
the mention of Eudoxus' pupil Callippus in chapter 8 s Little 
as we know about this famous astronomer and his dates, it is 
extremely improbable that he met Aristotle before the latter's 
second stay in Athens The only fixed point m his chronology 
is the great reform of the Attic calendar, which he was invited 
to undertake by the Athenian governments The new era, which 

^ Above, pp. 141 ft. 

2 Above, p 223. 

3 Bomtz, Comm tn Ar Meiaph., p 25. Cf above, p 219 
Above, pp. 219 ff 

® As was pointed out by Apelt m his review of my ‘Ent Metaph Anst *, 
Berhner phtlologische Wockenschnft, 1912, c 1590 

^ His date is briefly discussed by Boeckh m his Vier^jahnge Sonnenkreise d 
Alt , p. 155, which, however, does not make use of the passages in the Meta- 
physics For his era see the article m Pauly-Wissowa under the heading 
‘KalUppische Periode' , it is a fault that there is no article on Callippus himself 
in this encyclopaedia. He deserves a separate study As yet there is not even 
a collection of the remains ot his teaching. 
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is usually called after him, began in 330/29. He must therefore 
have been working in Athens for a considerable period about 
this time, and naturally he would renew the relations established 
by Eudoxus with the learned circles in the city. This is proved, 
with as much certainty as any one could wish for, merely by the 
way in which Aristotle speaks of him in A 8. He could not have 
reported as he does on the changes proposed by Callippus in the 
sphere-system of Eudoxus unless he had discussed these ques- 
tions with the astronomer himself in the school circle. It was in 
fact, as will become clear hereafter, precisely these discussions, 
that is to say, the direct stimulation that he received from the 
astronomical side, which first incited Aristotle to work out the 
doctrine of the movers of the spheres. The imperfect tense that 
he uses when speaking of Callippus' alteration of the Eudoxian 
system admits of two explanations only: either it merely means 
that Aristotle owes his knowledge of these hypotheses to pre- 
vious oral discussions with Callippus, or it also implies that at the 
time of writing Callippus was no longer alive. Since Aristotle 
also uses the imperfect m speaking of Eudoxus, who is known to 
have been long dead and with whom again Aristotle was per- 
sonally acquainted, the most probable conclusion is that both 
were true of Callippus as well * All the later must be the date of 
chapter 8. It must come during Aristotle's last time at Athens, 
and presumably after 330.2 xhis conclusion is extremely impor- 

* Metapk, A 8, 1073^ 17 • 'Eudoxus used to suppose that the motion of the sun 
or of the moon involves, in either case, three spheres. . Callippus used to make 
the position of the spheres the same as Eudoxus did, but while he used to assign 
the same number as Eudoxus did to Jupiter and to Saturn, he used to think two 
more spheres should be added to the sun and two to the moon, if one is to 
explain the observed facts ' Aristotle uses similar languag^e when speaking of 
views put forward by Plato in oral discussion, for ex , A 9, 992*^ 20: 'Plato oven 
used to object to this class of thing as being a geometrical fiction, and used to give 
the name of principle of the line — and this he often used to posit — to the indi- 
visible lines.* The express addition of 'often' here is decisive for the under- 
standing of this imperfect, and we must supply it in the passage about Eudoxus 
and Callippus. For the imperfect as the expression of the oral tradition of a 
school see for ex On the Sublime III 5 (and Wilamowitz's comment thereon in 
Hermes, vol xxxv, p 49, n. 2) Similar are the reminiscences of the Academy 
in Metaph Z ii, 1036^ 25 (the younger Socrates), and Eth. Nic X 2, 1172^ 9-20 
(Eudoxus). Antiquity's knowledge of the reasons for Callippus' alterations in 
the Eudoxian system was based on the oral tradition of the Lyceum as pre- 
served by Eudemus (see his frg, 97, p 142 in Spengel) . 

® Accordmg to Simplicius In Anst. dc Caelo (p. 493 , 1 5, m Heiberg) 'Callip- 
pus of Cyzicus, after studying with Polemarchus the friend of Eudoxus, came 



344 MATURITY 

tant for Aristotle's development. Either this chapter was 
written at the same time as the rest of Book A, and then all 
our conclusions about the antiquity of the form given to the 
doctrine in that book (above, p. 221) would totter, or our proof 
that the earliest Metaphysics had a distinct form of the doctrine 
holds good of Book A also, and then chapter 8 must be not an 
original element but a later insertion. 

While the doctrine of Book A incontrovertibly belongs to the 
earher conception of metaphysics, sharp eyes have been equally 
certain ever since the days of antiquity that chapter 8 is not 
an organic member of its surroundings but a foreign body. It 
remains, however, to give the real proof that what isolated 
critics have always suspected is actually so. Whereas others 
have usually taken their start from the astronomical content of 
the passage, we will begin with the style. 

Book A is an outhne of a lecture, not intended for the use of 
other persons at all (above, p. 219). It contains only the main 
points, sketchily put together, sometimes merely jotted down 
one after the other with a recurring ‘Note, next, that . . .', and 
bare of all stylistic polish in detail.^ The greatest difficulties 
of interpretation come in the first or physical part, which pro- 
vides the foundation for the doctrine of the first mover; but 
even the second part, in which this doctrine is expounded, is not 
much more readable, which in view of the fundamental impor- 
tance of the subject has always been found extremely distres- 
sing. Everything is left to the actual delivery. There is not the 
slightest reason to fear that in his lectures Aristotle spoke the 
sort of Greek that some readers, knowing none but these parts 

to Athens after the latter and spent his tune with Aristotle correcting and supple- 
menting the discovenes of Eudoxus". That this was not the Academic period, 
but the tune when Aristotle was head of a school, follows not merely from the 
express separation of this stay of Callippus from the celebrated Atheman 
sojourn of Eudoxus (in 367), but also from the description of him as a pupil 
not of Eudoxus but of Eudoxus* pupil Polemarchus Otherwise, moreover, we 
should not have merely Aristotle mentioned as his collaborator but rather 
Plato. Allthispointsto thepenod of Calhppus* reform. Simplicius must have 
obtained his mfonnation from a learned tradition (Eudemus* history of 
astronomy, apparently consulted m Sosigenes, see Simphcius, op, cit., p 48 S, 
1 . 19), for it cannot be deduced merely from the passage m the Metaphysics. 

* See Metaph. A 3, 1069^35 and 1070^5, and the Imkmg of arguments with 
Iti, Kod, (Sena 6^otcos 2k§, or Kal, mainly m the early chapters but also, for 
ex., m chap, g, 1074^^ 21, 25, 36, 38, 1075^5 and 7, and chap. 10, 1075^34, ^ 14, 
16, 28, 34, 
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of him, reverence with respectful awe as genuine Aristotelian 
brevity. How he really spoke is shown by chapter 8, which in 
contrast to the rest of the book is fuUy written out. In conse- 
quence its style is so strikingly distinct from that of its context 
that we must seek a reason for this phenomenon. 

In chapter 8 Aristotle discusses the question whether there 
is only one essence such as the unmoved mover, or a consider- 
able number of them, so that they form a class. He begins with 
some remarks on the history of the problem of determining the 
number of the first prmciples with mathematical exactitude. 
He then puts forward the theory that, just as the heaven of 
the fixed stars requires an eternal unmoved mover in order 
that it may move, those other complex motions executed in the 
heavens by the planets each require their own unmoved mover. 
This is because the stars are by nature eternal, and therefore 
their motion presupposes some other eternal which must possess 
independent being exactly as they do in accordance with the 
principle that only substance (ouo-iot) can be prior to substance. 
For each star we must assume as many movers as it executes 
motions ; and since the system of Eudoxus, which Aristotle has 
adopted, assumes a special sphere to each motion, this means 
that there must be precisely as many unmoved movers as there 
are spheres. It is for astronomy, not for metaphysics, to calcu- 
late the number of these spheres, but of course this does not 
mean that astronomy has anything to do with the assumption 
of unmoved movers. The latter is purely metaphysical in origin. 
Aristotle does, however, transgress the bounds of metaphysics 
when he enters into the calculations of the astronomers and tries 
to show — as it is the mam purpose of his discussion to do — ^that 
neither the system of Eudoxus nor the revised form of it put for- 
ward by CaUippus suffices to explain all the planetary motions. 
Eudoxus had arrived at 26 spheres. CaUippus raised the number 
to 33. Aristotle with his h3q)othesis of 'counteracting spheres’ 
increased it to 47 or 55. 

This survey of the main content of the astronomical chapter 
wiU suffice to show that it is incompatible with its context not 
merely in its style of writing but also in its 'style' of method. 
The theology of the two preceding chapters breathes an entirely 
different spirit. The unmoved mover there discussed moves the 
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heavens by itself, and through the medium of them, which move 
themselves, it moves this world of things whose motion is purely 
external to it.* The seventh chapter examines the character and 
essence of the highest principle. It is immaterial mind, pure act, 
serene and blessed hfe free from all interruption. Aristotle 
ascribes to it an eternal unmoved essence (oOa(o) that tran- 
scends all that is perceptible to sense. It can have no size or 
extension ; it is an indivisible unity, impassible and unchange- 
able. In view of these essential properties the highest prmciple 
is declared to be God, for by the conception of God we under- 
stand an essence that is eternal, living, and most perfect. Now 
all this applies, according to Aristotle, to Nus. Nus is not only 
the eternal and most perfect thing , ‘the actuality of thought is 
life’. This derivation of the Absolute is of course so concise 
and so far from exhaustive that it at once raises a senes of ques- 
tions to which Anstotle gives no answer, but the train of thought 
radiates a force, generated by rehgious experience, that carries 
one away. We are irresistibly driven on to the question of the 
ninth chapter: what is the content of this activity of Nus and 
what relation obtains between the content of its thought and its 
perfection ? If it thinks nothing it is at rest, and hence at the 
most a potency, not a pure activity; if it thinks something other 
than itself it thinks something less perfect than itself, and thereby 
diminishes its own perfection. Thus Aristotle leads his hearers 
in one flight to the conclusion that necessarily follows from the 
conception of divine (that is, of the most perfect) being: thought 
thinks itself, and in this creative act it eternally enjoys its own 
absolute perfection. 

Chapter 8 interrupts this continuous train of thought and 
breaks it into two parts. Remove it, and chapters 7 and 9 fit 
smoothly together. After reading chapter 8, on the other hand, 
it is impossible to take up again the speculative meditation 
broken off with chapter 7. From soarmg flights, from Platonic 
religious speculation, we plunge headlong down to the mono- 
tonous plain of intricate computation and specialized intelh- 
gence. Simplicius was right when he said that such a discussion 
belonged rather to physics and astronomy than to theology 

‘ Metaph A 7, 1072*24 Cf Phys VIII. 5, 256** 14 ff. 

^ Simpl In Anst de Caelo, p 510, 1 . 31. 
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for it loses itself entirely in subsidiary matters, and shows far 
more interest in ascertaining the exact number of the spheres 
than it does understanding of the fact that this grotesque 
multiplication of the prime mover, this army of 47 or 55 mov- 
ents, inevitably damages the divine position of the prime mover 
and makes the whole theology a matter of mere celestial 
mechanics Hence Simplicius transferred his explanation of 
this astronomical passage to his commentary on the De Caelo, 
and it has been a favourite subject for astronomers from Sosi- 
genes to Ideler ^ Valentin Rose, however, when he wished to 
transfer the whole of Book A from the Metaphysics to the Physics 
made the mistake of appealing not merely to chapter 8 but also 
to the equally physical character of the fifth chapter of the first 
part.2 He failed to see that Aristotle needed a foundation for his 
doctrine of the prime mover, and that originally the theology 
was built up directly and quite externally on the theory of 
physical 'substance'. The only real stumbling-block, therefore, 
is the astronomical interpolation, and before banishing the whole 
book on that account it is surely more reasonable to examine 
where the chapter itself properly belongs. Lasson’s procedure 
in taking the whole astronomical passage out of the text into a 
note was far better, as he thus restored the connexion between 
the seventh and ninth chapters .3 It is in fact an insertion that 
can have been made only by the editors of Aristotle's remains 
In subject it is certainly closely connected with the question of 
the prime mover; but the minuteness with which it treats a 

* Sosigenes in Simpticius, op cit , p. 498, 11. 2 ff. 

® Valentin Rose, De Ayistotehs hbrorum ordzne et auciontate, p 160 He con- 
siders that the basing of theology directly upon a preceding physical inquiry — 
which he truly sees to be characteristic — ^is the product of some post-Theo- 
phrastean Peripatetic who had 'already' conceived the 'false' notion of meta- 
physics as the science of 'the things that come after physical things' He holds, 
naturally, that the metaphysics of 'substance' is the only genuine Anstotelian 
doctrine Thus he puts things exactly the wrong way round; in reality the 
stage of development that we have in Book A comes before the metaphysics 
of 'substance' 

^ Aristoteles* Metaphyszk, translated into German by Adolf Lasson (Jena, 
1907)* PP 175-6 Lasson contented himself, however, with removing the middle 
part of the chapter, 1073^ 8-1074*^ 17, which contains the actual calculation of 
the number of the spheres, while retaining the beginning and end. In so doing 
he failed to perceive the indivisible stylistic and material unity of the whole. 
The middle portion carnes the beginmng and end along with it. Moreover, his 
reason for his action was merely to help the student , he did not perceive the 
historical origin ot the break m the train of thought. 
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subsidiary problem is so utterly excessive in an isolated lecture 
confining itself entirely to the main outlines that it must have 
been written for another, more detailed connexion. In view of 
this agreement between the criterion of style, the interruption 
of the train of thought, and the internal contradiction between 
the late origin of the astronomical part and the venerable 
character of the book as a whole, it is an extremely probable 
conjecture that the interpolation is not due to Aristotle himself. ^ 
The editors proceeded here just as they did in other parts of 
the Metaphysics. Now since the point that Aristotle reached in 
working out the later version of the Metaphysics was precisely 
the threshold of theology, it seems obvious that we have in the 
eighth chapter of Book A a piece of the new version of this final 
part. We observe that here again Aristotle was not in the least 
content with his original view; even in the last revision he 
reconstructed the whole theory of the movers of the spheres. 

As we have previously discovered in the dialogue On Philo- 
sophy, the theology of Aristotle's earher stage knew nothing of 
this theory. Since the ether had not yet become the element that 
'by nature' moves in a circle, and the stars moved simply through 
the will of the star-souls, we must suppose that at that time 
Aristotle's idea was ]ust that theheavenly bodies themselves have 
souls, and that he did not think it necessary to posit a number 
of movers for each one of them, corresponding to the number of 
its spheres (above, pp. 141-142). At that time, therefore, his 
only deviation from Plato's view lay in supposing an unmoved 
mover above the first heaven, which, being '"eternal, produced 
the eternal motion of the world. By this theory he overcame 
the notion of a self-moving world-soul, whose motion, like that 
of all the other self-moving things known to us in experience, had 
a beginning. Since, however, he had apparently always assumed, 
with Eudoxus, the existence of spheres for the wandering stars, ^ 

* This, however, in no way demonstrates the spunousness of the chapter, 
which for a long time some cntics have thought they must assume, because 
they recognized its incoherence with the rest, for ex , J L. Ideler (the son) 
in his Afistotelis Meteovologica, vol. 1, pp 318 f£ The father did not make this 
mistake, see ‘Uber Eudoxos', Ahhandlungen dev Berhner Akademie (histonsch- 
philosophische Klasse) 1830, pp 49 ff 

^ See De Caelo II 9, 12, esp. 293^5-8 Aristotle there expressly says that the 
heavenly bodies have souls — they possess 'action' and 'life', 292^18-21 — but 
these souls belong not to the spheres but to the stars themselves, which *we 
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it followed by analogy from his doctrine of the first mover 
that each of these circular motions (9opai) beneath the outer 
heaven must also have its own mover ; for if there were only the 
first mover we should expect all the other spheres to move in 
the same path as that of the fixed stars This objection is made 
by Theophrastus, who places the questions of celestial mechanics 
in the centre of his fragment on metaphysics ^ Even at that time 
there were still Aristotelians who clung to one mover. And 
Theophrastus shows us why, for he continues: Tf that which 
imparts movement is different for each moving body and the 
sources of movement are more than one, then their 'harmony as 
they move in the direction of the best desire’ (ope^is Spicrrri) is 
by no means obvious. And the matter of the number of the 
spheres demands a fuUer discussion of the reason for it; for 
the astronomers' account is not adequate.’ He then reveals the 
difficulty concealed in Aristotle’s conception of desire and 
impulse (ope^is and £9eo-is), namely that it presupposes a real 
soul ; and criticizes the exclusion of the earth from the system 
of cosmic motions If circular motion is the most perfect it is 
surely astonishing that the earth should have no part in it. 
Such an assumption presupposes either that the force of the first 
mover does not reach as far as the earth or that the earth is not 
susceptible to it. In any case — and here Theophrastus comes 
very close to the modern view — ^the question is transcendental 
(olov urrepPcxTov ti Kai ocjfiTriTov) . Metaphysics A 8 is an 
attempt to draw the real consequences of applying the unmoved 
mover to all the Spheres. Theophrastus’ book is an echo of the 
new doctrine, which was being discussed during Aristotle’s old 

falsely take to be mere bodies and soulless monads m space'. He is speakmg 
therelore not of the movers of the spheres, but of Plato's theory of star-souls, 
which we have shown from the dialogue On Philosophy that he believed in 
early days We have proved above (see pp 299 ft ) that the fundamental 
doctrines of the books On th& Heaven are early m origin The recognition of 
'action' and 'life' in the stars is also connected with the Platonic view. 

* Theophrastus, Metaphysics, p 310 Brandisii t6 Ik uerct toOt’ X6 yDu Xelrai 
irXelovos irepi Tfis rrota koI tIvwv, lireiXf) ir^etco Tdc kukAik6c, Kai al ipopal Tp6'Trov tiv< 5 c 

O’Trevovrriai, Kai -16 iSvt^vutqv Kai oO dtpov^s et te ydp £v t 6 kivoOv, droTTOV t 6 pfi irdvra 
-rfiv oOrfiv (sc. KiVETcr 0 ai xlvTiaiv)* 6i ts koS’ iKaerrov §TEpov (sc. t6 kivoOv Iotiv) at t’ dpyal 
ttAeIous, wctte t 6 aOpqpwvov oOtuv elj 6pE§iv 16 vtcov -rfiv dpltJTT|v oO 0 au 6 os (pdvEpov. t 6 Xi Korrd 
t 6 irXfiOos TMV (J901PCOV Tfjs altias H6{30va X 6 yov oO ydp 6 ye tcSv dorpoXdycov 
(SC. Adyoj iKovds £cmv). Then follows the criticism of the notion of StpEo-ig or dpegis 
dploTTi, an element of Aristotle's Platonic period which he always retained (cf. 
pp. 152 & above), even when he had abandoned the star-souls. 
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age. He agrees with A 8 in taking the theory of the first mover 
mainly as a physical doctrine ; but he reflects still more clearly 
the difficulties into which the multiplication of the first principle 
plunged Aristotle's metaphysics 

Aristotle himself asks to be excused, in A 8, for entering a 
sphere that is beyond the bounds not merely of philosophy 
proper but even of demonstrative necessity He will not speak 
of 'necessity' at all, but merely of the 'probable'.^ This merely 
probable character contradicts, however, the original concep- 
tion of metaphysics as a study far surpassing physics in exacti- 
tude, and Aristotle only makes the contrast more sensible when 
he excuses himself by remarking that anyhow astronomy is the 
closest related to philosophy of the mathematical disciplines ^ 
How far the empirical method of this pronouncement of the 55 
movers is from that of the old Metaphysics appears especially 
in the remark that the verification of these assertions must be 
left to specialized science. The purpose of the whole account is 
therefore simply to give an idea of the matter (evvoias 
This expression sounds alarmingly like fiction. The phrase 'to 
give some notion of the subject' really means just what Aristotle 
says the Platonists did when they assumed a certain origin of 
numbers merely — to quote their own expression — 'for the sake 
of theorizing', not, therefore, as a judgement about any reality. 
Assuming then the correctness of the theory of the spheres 
and of the number of them as calculated, what he wishes to 
show is that the number of the first principles must be definite 
and precisely determinable. Obviously it wa^a special science, 
namely astronomy, that set him to extending his theory of 
the first mover. It taught him that the hypothesis of a single 
uniform ultimate motion was too primitive to account for the 

^ Metaph A 8, 1 074 * 14 'Let this, then, be taken as the number of the spheres, 
so that the unmovable substances and principles also may probably be taken 
as ]ust so many’ the assertion of necessity must be left to more powerful 
thinkers ’ Cf also 1074^24, 'it is reasonable to infer this from a consideration 
of the bodies that are moved’ For the exactitude of the science of the imma- 
terial see a 3, 995^15 ff. 

* Metaph. A 8, 1073'^ 3 . Tn the number of the movements we reach a problem 
which must be treated from the standpoint of that one of the mathematical 
sciences which is most akin to philosophy — viz of astronomy.' His reason is 
that astronomy, m contrast to the other mathematical disciphnes, deals with 
an actual and moreover with an eternal reahty — which certamly sounds 
extremely weak. 
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complications of the actual heavenly motions, and that the 
calculations of the number of the spheres undertaken by the 
school of Callippus offered the possibility of precisely deter- 
mining the number of the first principles 

Aristotle’s adoption of this new road, while it does honour to 
his unbending sense of fact, involved him in inextricable con- 
tradictions. They are so clear and obvious on the surface that 
it would be absurd to try to soften them. During the later 
days of antiquity, when much labour and great acuteness was be- 
stowed on the interpretation of Aristotle’s philosophy, Plotinus 
gave a decisive criticism of this theory, in which he developed 
the doubts raised by Theophrastus.* He first deprecates the 
method of mere probability, which Aristotle was obliged to 
admit because he could not attain to certainty. He then argues 
that even the probability is in poor shape ; for, if all the spheres 
are to make up one unified world-system, the many unmoved 
movers which think themselves should rather have one single 
aim, the first mover. The relation, however, of the many movers 
to the first is wholly obscure. Either all these intelligible 
essences must arise from the first, and must, just as the spheres 
which they move fit into the outermost sphere and are governed 
by it, be contained in the highest Nus as its objects, which 
would give an intelligible world like Plato’s ; or each of them 
must be an independent principle, and if so there is no order or 
structure among them, and they cannot explain the symphony 
of the cosmos. 

A further counfer-argument of Plotinus’ is that if the movers 
are all without body, how can they be many, since no matter 
attaches to them as principle of individuation? This objection 
is taken from Aristotle’s own assumptions, and had in fact 
occurred to him. In the middle of the eighth chapter of Book A 
there is a remarkable passage that will not merge with its con- 
text as far as the thought is concerned. Even a superficial 
reading of it shows that it necessarily destroys all that is said 
in A 8 about the multiplicity of unmoved movers. 'Evidently 
there is but one heaven. For if there are many heavens as there 
are many men, the moving principles, of which each heaven will 
have one, will be one in form but in number many. But all 
* Plotinus. Enneads V. i, 9. 
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things that are many in number have matter ; for one and the 
same definition, e.g. that of man, applies to many things, while 
Socrates is one. But the primary essence has not matter ; for 
it is complete reality. So the unmovable first mover is one both 
in definition and m number ; so too, therefore, is that which is 
moved always and continuously ; therefore there is one heaven 
alone. ' ^ The singleness of the heaven is here proved by an indirect 
method. If there were more than one, the first principle of each 
of them would be only genericaUy identical with those of the 
others, while individually (ocpiOjicp) distinct, as, for example, in 
the genus man, where the individual men coincide in form, but 
are many in number. Whereas the conception of man is common 
to all individuals of this genus, Socrates and the others are each 
a particular real unity, since every time that the conception of 
man joins itself as form to matter another individual arises. 
The first essence (to ti fjv elvai to irpooTov), the highest mover 
that guides the heaven, is an exception. It is pure entelechy 
and has no matter. That is to say, this highest form is not a 
genus appearing in several exemplars. It has no connexion with 
matter, which is the principle of individuation. In the highest 
of aU forms unity of form and real singleness coincide. Hence 
that which it moves, the heaven, also occurs once only. 

In the first place, it is clear that Plotinus' argument against 
there being many movers is nothing more than an application 
of the principle here laid down by Aristotle to the question of 
the intelligences of the spheres If matter is the principle of 
individuation, as Aristotle teaches here and” elsewhere, either 
the movers of the spheres cannot be immaterial, since they form 
a plurality of exemplars of a genus, or Aristotle refutes himself 
by retaining his doctrine of immateriality, since this excludes 
individual multiplicity. In either event he falls into contradic- 
tion with the presuppositions of his own philosophy. The fact 
is that the form of forms, the unmoved mover, is in origin an 
absolutely unique being, and its peculiar qualities are such 
that any duphcation destroys the presuppositions of its own 
conception. The same conclusion follows from the proof 
in the Physics, where Aristotle infers the uniqueness of the 
unmoved mover from the continuity and unity of the world’s 

* Metaph. A 8, 1074^31 ff. 
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motion. The commentators admit that they cannot explain this 
difficulty.^ 

If, however, we consider the passage from a linguistic point 
of view, the first glance shows that it is foreign to its context 
With its first words, 'evidently there is but one heaven', another 
style begins, and with the last word of the insertion, 'therefore 
there is one heaven alone’, it ceases again It is the same short- 
hand style as obtains in the rest of Book A, and contrasts sharply 
with the impeccable language of chapter 8 That the passage is 
an insertion is also clear from the fact that it disturbs the gram- 
matical connexion. In the next sentence, 'our forefathers in 
the most remote ages have handed down to their posterity a 
tradition, in the form of a myth, that they are gods and that 
the divine encloses the whole of nature’, the plural 'that they 
are gods’ refers to nothing.^ To learn who 'they’ are we have 
to go ten lines back, where we are told that the end of every 
movement is one of the divine bodies that move through the 
heaven. The words 'divine bodies’ lead directly to the reflection 
(1074^1) that the men of old were right to think them gods 
and to beheve that the divine is something that encloses the 
whole of nature. The intervening argumentation, deducing the 
singleness of the heaven from the immateriality and uniqueness 
of the first mover, is a later and in fact a critical addition, for 
it implicitly contains the refutation of the assumption that 
there are more movers than one. Aristotle must have noted it 
against this passage as a piece of self-criticism; his faithful 
editors introduced' it into the text ; and the keenest thinkers of 
posterity have racked their brains to understand how an Aris- 
totle could have involved himself in such contradictions. 

* Bomt2, op cit , p. 512, Schwegler, Die Metaphysik des Anstoteles, vol iv, 
p 280 Rose (op cit , p 161) regards the passage as the addition of a disciple, 
because m De Caelo I. 9 Aristotle proves the uniqueness of the first heaven on 
physical grounds, but m the same work (8, 277^ 9-10) Aristotle says that the 
point can also be proved by means of the Metaphysics, and this proof would not 
be discoverable in the latter work were it not preserved lor us in the passage 
in question, A 8, 1074^31-39 It only fits, however, the earher Metaphysics, 
which knew nothing of movers of the spheres — ^the same situation as when De 
Caelo was wntten — and not the doctnne of A 8 There are no demonstrable 
additions by disciples to the text of the Metaphysics 

* As Rose observed, op cit, p. idi. [The Oxford translator writes ‘these 
bodies* precisely in order to make the reference clear The Greek is merely 
oiSroi — ^Tr.] 
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The original idea of the unmoved mover was a unified and 
self-consistent conception. The later application of the same 
principle to the other spheres was also all of a piece, but it did 
not agree with the earlier system. Aristotle began to feel doubts 
about it arising out of the assumptions that had formed the 
basis of the original notion of the one unmoved mover. When, 
therefore, we see that this very part, the theory of the immaterial 
first principles, is lacking in the final version of the Metaphysics, 
and that instead of it we have only a makeshift, namely an early 
lecture (A) together with a single piece of the new theory 
(chapter 8) which still shows clearly that precisely in the last 
period of his life Aristotle was wrestling with these problems 
anew and failing to solve them — ^when we see this we shall 
presumably no longer think that the state in which the material 
has come down to us is due merely to the malignity of historical 
chance. Obviously his growing tendency to treat philosophical 
problems in the manner of the special sciences, working together 
with the ferment of the new ideas in cosmology, as we found 
them in Theophrastus, had shattered the self-confidence of the 
more or less Platonic speculations of his theology and driven 
him to attach himself increasingly to empirical science. In thus 
surrendering metaphysics to the special sciences he began a new 
era. Consistency on the empirical side made him inconsistent 
with his speculative foundations. This contradiction in his 
thinking, which he no longer had the force to overcome, is 
simply the result of the deep-seated inexorable logic of his 
whole development, and that must reconcile us to him. Inci- 
dentally, he made a mistake, according to the astronomers, in 
calculating the number of the spheres and got two less than he 
should have. He was moving here in a less familiar region. This 
error adds to the probability that chapter 8 is only a preliminary 
version, brought to light from among his papers. There can be 
no doubt, however, that it comes from Aristotle himself. It 
does not come from Theophrastus, for, whereas his term for the 
counteracting spheres was not dvaAiTToucrai but dvTovatp^pouaai, 
only the former expression occurs in our chapter. Eudemus in 
his History of Astronomy assumes the problem as well known in 
Peripatetic circles. ^ 

* This disposes of Rose’s conjecture, op. cit., p. i6i. For the expression 
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We possess two other works that throw light on the advance 
of the school in tackling the problem of the prime mover. The 
first IS the essay On the Motion of Animals, whose genuineness I 
have shown in detail on an earlier occasion, after the doubts 
raised against it had long held the field. ^ This examines in 
particular the mechanics of animal motion In order to change 
its place every living thing requires a fixed fulcrum, against 
which the limb that is making the movement supports itself If 
only one limb of the body is to move, as the lower arm or leg, 
this fulcrum may be within the body itself, so long as it is out- 
side the limb that is being moved, as m these examples the elbow 
or the kneej oint. If, however, the whole body is to move it must 
have a fixed point lying outside itself in order to push off. For 
land-animals the earth serves as resistance, either directly or 
indirectly ; for those that swim the water ; for those that fly the 
air. In the second, third, and fourth chapters of the work 
Aristotle examines the analogous problem in the motion of the 
universe. He there discusses a recent hypothesis, agreeing with 
its inventor that there must be an unmoved first principle and 
that this cannot possibly be either inside or a part of the moving 
vault of heaven,2 for then the heaven would either stand quite 
still or break up He disagrees with him, however, when from 
this reflection he deduces that the poles of the world's axis have 
a certain force, because they are the only conceivable points of 
rest in the heavenly sphere, and thus seem to present themselves 
as the only fixed points suitable for a mechanical explanation of 
the world's motion. Against this Aristotle holds that a mathe- 
matical point as such cannot possess physical reality or exten- 
sion, far less exert force. Moreover, even if these two points 
did have some force, they could never produce a single unified 

dvTovaipIpoucrai cr9aTpD(i see Simplicius, Comm. %n Anst do Caclo, p 504, 1 5 
(Heiberg). Pseudo-Alexander, following the astronomer Sosigenes, notices 
Aristotle’s miscalculation m his Comm znAr Melaph ,’pp. yo$,l 39, — 706,1. 15 
(Hayduck). Eudemus gives Callippus' reasons Eor increasing the numbers oi 
the spheres m frg. 97 (p 143 Sp ). 

* 'Das Pneuma im Lykeion’, Hermes, vol xlviii, pp 31 ff 

* De Ammahum Motu, c 3, 699^17 Notice the distinction that Aristotle 
draws between the representatives of this supposition and the inventors of the 
myth of Atlas He is not attacking the same view twice over. Rather he men- 
tions the mythical version merely to show that this modern view has had 
forerunners. 
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motion like the heaven’s; and he expressly tells us that the 
author of the hypothesis assumed two poles. The question is 
connected with the problem whether the heaven could be 
destroyed.^ If, for example, we were to assume that the earth is 
the required fulcrum, as being the centre of the world, then, 
apart from the fact that the fulcrum must not lie within the 
moving body and therefore not within the universe in this case, 
we should have the further difficulty of explaining how the 
inertia of the earth, which must be thought of as a limited 
quantity, could suffice to counterbalance the force of the world’s 
axis acting against it. The latter must inevitably exceed the 
inertia of the earth, and hence force it out of its place in the 
centre of the universe. AU these difficulties are removed if we 
suppose that outside the circling heaven there is an unmoved 
cause of motion such as Homer conceived Zeus to be when he 
makes him say to the Gods (VIII. 21-22. 20) : 

You could not push from heaven to earth 

Zeus the highest of all, even if you laboured exceedingly 

And all gods and all goddesses took a hand. 

The way in which Aristotle here again makes use of a myth 
in a philosophical question is characteristic of him. Not only 
does he derive his own principle from Homer both here and in 
Book A of the Metaphysics ; he also attempts to see a revival of 
the myth of Atlas in the view, which he here attacks, of the 
earth as the fulcrum of the world’s axis.^ 

The hypothesis that the motion of the universe requires an 
unmoved fulcrum, that the two poles serve as such, and that 
they are therefore the unmoved first principle of the motion of 
the heaven, is clearly astronomical in origin. It takes account of 
Aristotle’s demand for a prime mover, and yet purposely avoids 
every metaphysical theory and seeks rather for a purely mathe- 
matical explanation within the world as given. W e may suppose 
that some astronomer of the Eudoxian kind, such as Callippus, 
had taken up this sort of attitude towards the bold metaphysical 
inferences that Aristotle had thought it necessary to make from 
Eudoxus’ theory of the spheres. The unknown astronomer tried 

^ De Ammahum Motu, c 4, esp 699^28 ft. See also 3, 699^31 ft 
^ See Metaph A 8, 1074^1-14, 10, 1076^4. For the myth of Atlas see De 
Ammahum Motu, 3, 699® 27 ff, and also the previous note but one. 
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to obtain, for the first time, a clear idea of the mechanical 
implications of the motion of the heaven, and in so doing he took 
his departure from the known kinds of motion and their laws. 
This way of looking at the thing was undoubtedly new to 
Aristotle. His own unmoved mover had been teleologically con- 
ceived, and moved the world by pure thought. The fact that he 
here at once adopts the attitude of the new natural science, just 
as he did in the question of the number of the movers, shows 
very clearly how much he vacillated in his last period about the 
nature of the fundamental problem of metaphysics. In his work 
On the Motion of Animals he tries to show that even from the 
point of view of modern celestial mechanics the unmoved mover 
standing outside the universe offers the only conceivable solu- 
tion. Even now, of course, his mover does not become a 'force' 
of a physical kind ; but he speaks of its being touched by the 
moving cosmos^ as if there really were a spatial and physical 
relation between the two, and then destroys the point of his 
own acutely foimulated problem by a transition to the intelli- 
gible world, namely the notion of the first principle moving the 
universe purely as an object of thought. Theophrastus takes 
account of this attempt also in his metaphysical fragment, and 
actually quotes the same Homeric lines in the same connexion, 
or rather assumes that they are familiar in this connexion.^ 

Whereas the work On the Motion of Animals does not men- 
tion the theory of the movers of the spheres, we have in Book 
VIII of the Physics a document belonging to the period of 
doubt, when AriiJtotle, though seriously considering the possi- 
bility of extending the principle of the prime mover to the 
planetary spheres, still hesitates to draw this consequence. As 
we have shown above,3 the book is one of the latest parts of the 

^ De Animahum Motu, c. 3, 699^15 'it must touch something immovable 
in order to create movement.' Correspondingly in c 4, 700^2, 'and all gods 
and all goddesses set hands to it’, where the comparison extends to setting 
hands to it as well as to the immobility of Zeus Nevertheless this point always 
remained uncertain In De Gen et Con , I. 6, 323^31, where he is speaking 
of physical contact (691^), Aristotle says, 'so that if anything that is itself 
unmoved moves sometlung else, it would touch the thing moved but nothing 
would touch it’ He seems to have dropped this selt-contradictory idea later 
(see Zeller, Anstotle and the Earlier Peripatetics, vol 1, p. 408) 

* In De Animahum Motu, c. 4, 699^ 36 , Aristotle quotes lines VIII. 21--22 

and 20 On p. 311, 1. II (Brandis), of his Metaphysics Theophrastus quotes 
VIII 24 in the same connexion 3 p 2gg. 
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Physics. In content it occupies a middle place between physics 
and metaphysics, for it develops the theory of the unmoved first 
principle as far as that is possible inside and with the methods 
of physics. In the sixth chapter Aristotle shows the necessity 
of the hypothesis of a prime mover. Behind the exposition we 
glimpse the possibihty of assuming a larger number of such 
movers, but he purposely avoids connecting this question 
with the proof of the prime mover, since the latter is naturally 
not simplified by the 55 planetary movers which it entails. 
Hence we find only a brief hint at the beginning of chapter 6 
(asS’^io)* 'Since there must always be motion without inter- 
mission, there must necessarily be something, whether one thing 
or a plurality, that first imparts motion, and this first mover 
must be unmoved.’ The expression 'whether ... or’ (site . . , 
site) is Aristotle’s ordinary way of mdicating that behind his 
formulation lies another problem, of which he assumes that his 
hearers are aware, but which he wishes to exclude at the present 
time.^ Such a problem is usually one of the controversies of the 
school. This passage therefore makes it certain, as we had already 
discovered from Theophrastus, that even after the discussion of 
the planetary movers had begun there still remained in the 
Peripatos adherents of the theory that there is only one first 
principle of motion. This is agam confirmed in what follows, 
where it becomes clear that Aristotle was not himself the leader 
in extendmg the earlier theory, but rather yielded unwillingly 
to the arguments of others. Let us first examine the connexion 
(258^12 ff.). 

Although there are some unmoved principles of motion and 
some self-moving beings that are not of eternal duration, this 
is not for Aristotle any disproof of the necessity of the first, 
absolutely unmoved, and eternal mover; for there must be a 
cause of motion that produces the continuous coming-to-be and 

' For example in the Protr&pHcus (Iambi. Protr., p 39, 1 4, in Pistelli) 
'whether fire or air or number or some other natures that are the first causes 
of the others * By the last he means the Ideas. These words were written while 
the Academy was still debating about the theory of Ideas. See further Metaph. 
A 9, ggi b 18 . ' And man himself, whether it is a number in a sense or not, will 
still be a numerical ratio of certain things ' The parenthetical insertion refers 
to a question that was burning at the time when Book A was written, whether 
the Ideas are numbers or not In each passage Aristotle is referring to oral 
discussions in the school. 



REVISION OF THEORY OF PRIME MOVER 359 
passing-away of those non-etemal unmoved beings, together 
with all change whatever, and this principle cannot be identical 
with any one of the other movers mentioned ; it is transcendent 
and embraces them all. We may translate the important words 
(259^3 ff.). 

' Nevertheless there is some thin g that comprehends them all, and that 
as somethmg apart from each one of them , and this is the cause of the 
fact that some things are and others are not and of the contmuous process 
of change , and this causes the motion of the other movers, while they are 
the causes of the motion of other thmgs. Motion, then, being natural, the 
first mover, if there is hut one, will be eternal also, 1/ there are more than 
one, there will he a plurality of such eternal movers We ought, however, to 
suppose that there is one rather than many, and a finite rather than an 
infinite number. When the consequences of either assumption are the 
same, we should always assume that thmgs are finite rather than infinite 
in number, since m thmgs constituted by nature that which is finite and 
which is better ought, if possible, to be present rather than the reverse , 
and here it is sufficient to assume only one mover, the first of unmoved 
things, which being eternal will be the principle of motion to everythmg 
else. The following argument also makes it evident that the first mover 
must be somethmg that is one and eternal.* 

In the words that I have italicized Aristotle returns to the 
alternative left open in the first sentence of the chapter, 'whether 
[the first mover is] one thing or a plurahty'. He does not definitely 
say, however, as he does in Metaphysics A 8, that we must apply 
the principle to aU the spheres, but doubtfully adds ■ 'if there is 
but one ; if there are more than one, there will be a plurality of 
such eternal movers ' His sole hint as to how we can decide 
lies in the observation that we should assume a single mover 
rather than many, and, if we assume many, a finite rather than 
an infinite number. According to his teleological conception of 
nature, and according to the Platonic view in which he shared, 
mathematical definiteness and limitation is the chief attribute 
that we must demand from the highest reality and the first 
principles He does not dare, however, to conclude with cer- 
tainty that there can be only one principle of this sort ; he merely 
says that the assumption of oneness is preferable to that of 
plurality. Whether there may not nevertheless be a plurality 
of movers he will not decide. It sounds like an attempt to 
comfort himself; and he reveals which of the two views he 
favoured in writing these words when he concludes the digres- 
sion with the sentence: 'it is sufficient, however, to assume only 
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one mover, the first of unmoved things, which being eternal 
will be the principle of motion to ever3rthmg else’ (that is, to the 
souls of terrestrial creatures) Its eternity is here made the dis- 
tiTigniQVnng mark of the prime mover, the foundation of its 
character both as prime and as the origin of the others. 

On the assumption of a plurality of movers it is not easy to 
say how Aristotle thought of their relation to the revolution of 
the outer heaven. Everything that is suggested about it in this 
chapter sounds rather provisional. Lines 259*" 1-20 explain why 
it is impossible to follow Plato, who, however, is not named, in 
placing at the head of the world’s motion, on the analogy of the 
beings that have souls, something that moves itself, a world- 
soul. The motion of all the self -moving creatures that experience 
acquaints us with has a beginning at some time ; the motion of 
the world, however, cannot be imagined to have begun at a 
definite instant, for then it would have passed into reality out 
of pure potency, whereas all merely potential bemg may just 
as well not be. If, therefore, we assume that the heaven moves 
itself as Plato would have it, it stiUrequires something absolutely 
unmoved outside itself as the original cause of its motion. More- 
over, a self-moving thing is always at the same time acci- 
dentally moved, even if by nature it is unmoved, as souls are 
in bodies; whereas the highest principle must not be moved 
even accidentally. 

After writing this Aristotle appears to have thought of the 
objection (259*^ 28) that then neither would the movers of the 
planetary spheres present an exact analogy tcfthe prime mover, 
although they persist unmoved so far as moving their own 
spheres is concerned, because, inasmuch as these spheres are 
diverted from their own motion by that of the outer heaven and 
carried along in the path of the fixed stars, their movers must be 
accidentally moved along with them, that is to say, the place 
of their movers must be changed. He establishes, in a hastily 
written final sentence, this difference between earthly creatures, 
which though unmoved move themselves accidentally through 
changing the place of their bodies, and the intelligences of 
the heavenly spheres, that the latter are accidentally moved 
not by themsdves but by something else, namely the outer 
heaven How this helps to prove their immobility is not clear ; 
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presumably it is merely an attempt to establish any sort of 
specific difference between terrestrial and celestial movers. It 
certainly does not lessen the gap between the highest and the 
planetary movers, for, if the latter are accidentally moved 
by something else through the attraction of their spheres into 
the revolution of the outer heaven, this spatial conception 
inevitably presupposes that they do not transcend their spheres 
like the prime mover, which is outside the world, but are 
immanent in them like souls. Simplicius objects to this infer- 
ence without giving reasons, but Alexander of Aphrodisias was 
justified in making it * At any rate no other interpretation is 
possible on the basis of this passage alone. The sphere-souls 
would then be a transitional stage between the original purely 
Platonic doctrine of star-souls in the dialogue On Phtlosophy 
and the transcendent sphere-movers of Metaphysics A 8; for 
although even in the latter chapter (whose comparative lateness 
follows from the mere degree of definiteness with which it sets 
out the new doctrine) these movers are not expressly described 
as 'separated', which is all the more striking since every other 
characteristic of the first mover is assigned to them, we must 
nevertheless suppose that Aristotle here regarded them as exist- 
ing apart He says that they precede the substance of the 
spheres, and must therefore be of the nature of substance 
themselves ,2 such a mode of expression does not fit the relation 
between soul and body, for according to Aristotle the soul is 
not a substance prior to the substance of the body. It is clear, 
therefore, that in fyhe long run he was unable to be satisfied with 
the doctrine that the sphere-movers are accidentally moved by 
the first heaven, and therefore decided to hold that the planetary 
movers are also transcendent. This got rid of the external 
contradictions on one side. At the same time, however, it 
plunged him into the flood of difficulties involved in his new 
account of the relation between the other movers and the 

* Simpl. In Arist Phys , vol ii, pp 1261, 1. 30 — 1262, 1. 5, m Diels. 

* Metaph A 8, 1073*32, 'Each of these movements also must be caused by 
a substance both unmovable in itself and eternal. For the nature of the stars 
IS eternal ]ust because it is a certain kind of substance, and the mover is 
eternal and pnor to the moved, and that which is prior to a substance must be 
a substance. Evidently, then, there must be substances which are of the same 
number as the movements of the stars, and in their nature eternal, and in them- 
selves unmovable, and without magnitude, for the reason before mentioned ' 
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highest Nics, which ultimately threatened the foundations of his 
theology 

These indications m this chapter of the Physics of a plurality 
of unmoved guiders of the stars are obviously mere subsequent 
additions Aristotle inserted them at the time when the school 
was beginning to discuss the extension of his theory of the 
unmoved mover, when there was stiU not much more than the 
bare possibility of deciding for a larger number of planetary 
movers. The passages in question are three. 

The first is 258^ 10. Here grammatical reasons suggest that 
the parenthesis 'whether one thing or a plurality' is to be 
regarded as an addition If we hold it to be original, the follow- 
ing words, ‘it is not necessary that each of the things that are 
unmoved but impart motion should be eternal, so long as there 
IS just one such thing', ^ must be about the movers of the spheres, 
to which ‘whether one thmg or a plurality' refers. This, however, 
gives no sense, as was observed by Simphcius, who tacitly substi- 
tutes the souls of terrestrial creatures as subject. That they 
must be the non-etemal unmoved movers whose existence Aris- 
totle allows is not merely clear from what follows^ but neces- 
sary in itself, for the movers of the stars, if they are to be 
assumed at all, must be as imperishable as the stars themselves. 
Thus the parenthesis actually upsets that contrast between the 
one eternal and the many perishable movers which is just 
Aristotle's point. Moreover, the words do not fit well in the 
sentence into which they have been introduced, for it is hard 
to imagine how we can argue from the continuity of the heavenly 
motion (which is all he is talking about both here and in what 
precedes and in what follows) to the existence of an unmoved 
eternal mover ‘whether one thing or a plurality’. As a marginal 
note they are comprehensible ; in the text they disturb the strict 
tram of thought 

The second passage, 259^7-13, is an equally improvised 

^ The Oxford translation differs here, but not in anything essential to the 
present point. — Tr 

2 In what follows Aristotle often describes them as 'things that move them- 
selves* (as in 258^ 24, 259^1, 259^ 2 if , and ^ 17) and uses this expression as 
synonymous with the technical term 'unmoved but impartmg motion' In 
259^ 2 he expressly mentions ' the animal kingdom and the whole class of living 
things’. 
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reference to the possibility of several movers. 'Motion, then, 
being eternal, the first mover will be eternal also (if there is 
but one , if there are more than one, there will be a plurality of 
such eternal movers).' As the words stand they are remarkably 
tautological, for all that can be meant is: if there are several 
movers, there is more than one eternal principle. If Aristotle 
had merely wished to state the principle that every continuous 
eternal revolution, whether that of the outer heaven or that of 
some other sphere, presupposes an unmoved eternal mover, 
without going into the question how many such revolutions and 
movers there are, he would have expressed himself more or less 
in this way: 'If there is a plurality of continuous revolutions, 
there is also such a mover for each one of them.' This, however, 
is ]ust the consequence that he still shrinks from drawing, as 
the conclusion of the insertion shows ; 'it is sufficient to assume 
only one mover.' In Metaphysics A 8 he is concerned only to 
ascertain the number of the spheres and thereby of the movers, 
while the principle, that there is a mover for every sphere, is 
established. Here, on the other hand, it is precisely this question 
of principle that has to be decided, whether we can get on with 
one mover instead of many That is why he intentionally speaks 
in such an obscure and indecisive fashion ’ if motion is eternally 
continuous there must be an eternal mover — if there is only one 
mover ; if, however, there are several there are also several eternal 
things, that is to say, they must of course be eternal also . . . 
however, one is enough. In style too the passage from 'if there 
is but one' onwaras gives the impression of a subsequent addi- 
tion Finally, Aristotle could hardly have continued as he does 
if the suspected words had always stood in their present position 
(259^ 15) : 'We have shown that there must always be motion. 
That being so, motion must also be continuous, because what is 
always is continuous, whereas what is merely in succession is 
not continuous. But further, if motion is continuous it is one^ 
and it is one only if the mover and the moved that constitute it 
are each of them one.* This must have been written when 
Aristotle, m inferring from the continuity of the motion to the 
mover, was still thinking of the motion of the world in its 
totality ; for if he meant only that there are as many movers as 
there are continuous motions the parenthetical question whether 
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there is one mover or more would have no point, and there 
would be nothing to say except There is a number of unmoved 
movers corresponding to the number of the spheres'. 

The third passage that owes its existence to an addition 
is 259^ 28-31, at the end of the series of proofs. Aristotle's 
origmal intention was to make the contrast between the world- 
spint and the individual souls of the terrestrial realm as great 
as possible The idea of the world-spirit had undeniably been 
obtamed from the analogy of the souls of living things, but that 
was only the more reason for giving especial prominence to its 
outstanding and exceptional position. Apart from its intellectual 
characteristics, this appears in its absolute immobility. The 
souls of living creatures, while unmoved in themselves, move 
themselves indirectly when they move the body so that it 
changes its place. This is not true of the prime mover, which 
we must posit as the cause of the eternal continuous motion of 
the universe ; in its absolute transcendence it remains unmoved 
both in itself and accidentally. Now when Aristotle came to 
introduce the sphere-souls he could not exempt them from all 
motion as he had the prime mover, for, though unmoved in 
themselves, they are carried along by the outer heaven with 
their spheres. In order, however, that they might not sink to 
the level of terrestrial 'souls', he inserted this passage (259^ 28- 
31), which nevertheless, as we showed above (p 361), cannot 
conceal the fact that he is here introducing a new principle that 
does not harmonize with the contrast between the self-moving 
earthly souls and the absolutely unmoved spirit of the world. 
For the rest, the addition was intended to be hypothetical just 
like the two others; it was merely to recognize the possibility 
that the spheres have movers, nothing more. 

The later Peripatetics, who knew the final form of the doc- 
trine of the sphere-movers from Metaphysics A 8, necessarily 
interpreted these additions to the Physics in accordance with it. 
They were bound to assume that here also Aristotle had the 
same point of view, and to read it into this chapter In general 
they were able to carry this out with the help of the further 
assumption that Aristotle wished to explain here only the prin- 
ciple of the relation obtaining between continuous revolution 
and unmoved mover, and not to raise the question of the special 
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nature and number of the movers of the spheres ; but there is 
one passage on which this view inevitably came to wreck. At 
the end of the chain of argument we read as follows (259^ 20). 
‘Hence we may confidently conclude that if a thing belongs to 
the class of unmoved movers that are also themselves moved 
accidentally, it is impossible that it should cause continuous 
motion. So the necessity that there should be motion con- 
tinuously requires that there should be a first mover that is 
unmoved even accidentally, if, as we have said, there is to be in 
the world of things an unceasing and undying motion ' That 
the correct reading was elvai ti 2eT to irpcoTov kivouv (Sckivtitov 
K ai KocToc ctu^PePtikos, which remains only m one little-noticed 
manuscript, is clear from Simplicius, whose interpretation of the 
passage presupposes it.^ Only the highest and transcendent 
mover is unmoved accidentally as weU as m itself, not the 
sphere-souls, as Aristotle himself says in the interpolation 
259^28-31. If then only the prime mover is in question here, 
how could the interpreters also discover the doctrine of the 
sphere-movers in the passage ? So far were they, however, from 
supposing Aristotle could ever have thought otherwise that they 
simply corrected the passage and made it mean exactly the 
opposite by inserting a negative. The false reading ‘and not 
unmoved accidentally' has made its way into all the better 
manuscripts, although it is not even linguistically intelligible 
and the real meaning is exactly repeated at 258^ 15.^ 

Fortunately tradition has preserved for us the way in which 
the first generation’ of Aristotle's followers dealt with the riddle 
presented by this chapter of the Physics, Eudemus partly 

* Simpl In Phys , vol n, p. 1260, 1 ii (Diels) Cp. the apparatus crthcus and 
Diels 'Zur Textgeschichte der arist Physik’, Beriohte der Berhner Akademie, 
1882. 

^ Cp. 258^13' ‘The following considerations will make it clear that there 
must necessarily be some such thing, which, while it has the capacity of moving 
something else, is itself unmoved and exempt from all change [as Simplicius 
correctly reads, the manuscnpts give * unmoved in respect of all external 
change ’], which can affect it neither in an unqualified nor %n an accidental sense.* 
These words correspond to those at the end of the whole argument in 259^ 
20-28. The two together enclose the series of proofs and thus show that this 
whole chapter is concerned solely with the highest moving principle. The false 
reading Korri avuipepnK«39 occurs at 259^ 24 in all the manuscripts except H, 
although some one has erased the wf| in E (Pansinus), either because he had 
looked at Simplicius' commentary or because his own reflections had revealed 
to him that the logic of the argument requires its removal. 
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paraphrased the Physics, and partly reproduced it word for 
word, in a large work of several books apparently intended for 
lectures. In doing so he often gave more precise expression to 
doubtful passages, and sometimes added new arguments or 
made other additions, none of which can count as his oAvn 
property For the most part he simply brought the Physics up 
to the state in which the problems were at the time of Aristotle’s 
death. This is perfectly clear in our passage. During the time 
just before the master’s death the theory of the prime mover 
had been expanded into the theory of the movers of the spheres. 
Eudemus looked in vain in this chapter of the Physics for a 
definite explanation that there is a plurality of unmoved movers. 
The last of the arguments for the existence of an unmoved 
mover seemed rather, as we have seen, to exclude altogether 
the possibility of a multiplication of this principle. In his para- 
phrase Eudemus therefore inserted into Aristotle’s argument, 
‘since there must necessarily be continuous motion, there must 
also be the unmoved first mover’, the words ‘for each revolu- 
tion’, that is, for each of the spheres.^ He thus read into Aris- 
totle’s statement the doctrine that its author had finally recog- 
nized as the true one. He was justified in considering it the 
authentic one, and he saw in the words of the Physics a formula- 
tion that no longer accorded with Aristotle’s most advanced 
view. He could not help seeing, naturally, that the elevated 
style of the ‘undying and untiring motion’ in this passage makes 
it fundamentally impossible to suppose that it refers to any- 
thing but the motion of the first heaven and -flie God who causes 
it; the whole pyramid of arguments in the last book of the 
Physics culminates in this idea. It is in fact, like many other 
formulations in this work, one of the evidences that its first 

^ Simpl., op. cit , vol 11, p 1262, 1 16, in Diels (Eudemus, frg- 80, p 105, 
1. 5, in Spengel) : 'Having shown first that there is always motion, and that it 
has neither a beginmng before which it was not nor an end after which it will 
not be, and next that the prime mover "w each motion” ^ as Eudemus adds, 
must be unmoved both in itself and accidentally . This recapitulation of 
the content of the sixth chapter of Physics VHI refers, as far as Eudemus’ 
addition is concerned, to the words (259^ 22-24) . ‘ So the necessity that there 
should be motion continuously requires that the first mover ( !) should exist 
and be unmoved both in itself and accidentally.' How Eudemus reconciled 
himself to the fact that his addition openly contradicts Aristotle’s own explana- 
tion, accordmg to which ‘immobility both m itself and accidentally* belongs 
only to the highest mover, remams obscure. 
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draft dates from an early period. Eudemus and Ins fellow- 
students, therefore, knew this when they asserted their authentic 
interpretation ; but the consciousness that Aristotle's surviving 
papers are the deposit of a process of evolution was obviously 
lost soon afterwards. 



CHAPTER XV 


ARISTOTLE*S PLACE IN HISTORY 

T he name of Aristotle suggests impersonality^ timelessness, 
intellectual sovereignty over the whole world of abstract 
thought throughout long stretches of history, and scholastic 
idolatry. In order to assimilate him entirely to their own world 
the Middle Ages erased his individual characteristics and made 
him the representative of philosophy. The greatness of such an 
attitude towards the matter that he represents is undeniable, 
and he himself aimed at the matter and not at the person, at 
eternal truth and not at historical learning ; but the days when 
he was identified with truth itself have passed. His historical 
importance as the intellectual leader of the West is certainly 
not lessened by the fact that the evolution of independent 
philosophical achievement in European culture has taken the 
form of a five-hundred-years’ struggle against him. Seen from 
the modern point of view, however, he is now merely the repre- 
sentative of the tradition, and not a symbol of our own pro- 
blems or of the free and creative advance of knowledge. We 
attain a fruitful relation to him only by a detour, by historical 
knowledge of what he meant to Greek culture and philosophy, 
and of the special task that he fulfilled in his century. This fate 
befalls every great spirit who obtains historical survival. He 
must be detached from his historical roots and neutralized 
before he can become accessible to posterity. Only history can 
then answer the further question when the point has been 
reached where this living’ influence changes to the opposite, 
so that nothing but a return from the tradition to the sources 
and to the real historical meaning of his life can save him from 
intellectual death. Even to-day we cannot easily agree whether 
Aristotle has reached this point, since the scholastic philosophy 
lives on among us as a world in itself. The present book, at any 
rate, arises out of an historical attitude towards him — ^which, 
however, does not necessarily make it useless to those who think 
fundamentally otherwise, for without deepening our under- 
standing of Aristotle as an historical person we cannot even get 
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a full grasp of the special nature and depth of his influence on 
posterity. 

I propose therefore to conclude my discussions by applying 
the historical results of this book to the place of Aristotle in the 
intellectual movement of his century Up to the present the 
inner connexion between his philosophical form and the great 
problem that Plato propounded to the scholarship of Greece 
has been made evident mainly in his cnticism of the Ideas and 
in the evolution of particular conceptions This examination of 
particular conceptions is the special task of the philosophical 
interpretation of Plato and Aristotle. The philological history 
of development, on the other hand, while requiring and further- 
ing this philosophical interpretation, does not find its ultimate 
aim in the history of problems as such, but sees therein only the 
special form taken by the whole intellectual progress of the 
nation in the philosophical sphere To ask how far philosophy 
led or was led in this progress is idle. The question can hardly 
be decided even if one takes the whole culture of a period into 
account, because one erroneously supposes that only the content 
of consciousness really matters, and fails to see the significance 
of the formulation given to this content by philosophy. What 
follows attempts to understand the organic significance of Aris- 
totle's philosophy within Greek culture purely through itself 
and its historical circumstances, abstracting from the material 
content of the particular disciplines and concentrating attention 
solely on the historical nature of his problem and its intellectual 

forms. * 

I. ANALYTICAL THINKING 

Aristotle's huge achievement in logical inquiry shall be 
touched on here only so far as it characterizes the whole spirit 
of his philosophy. In it the analytical power of his thought 
obtained classical expression. The way was prepared for it by 
certain discoveries in elementary logic contained m the theory 
of Ideas, and by the epistemological and methodical trait in 
Plato; but the Analytics and Categories sprang ‘from another 
root than Plato's invariably concrete and objective thought. 
Modern research has successfully attempted to show that a large 
number of logical propositions occurring in undoubtedly early 
works such as the Topics and the Categories (above, p. 46) 

3803 B b 
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arose in the Academy and were simply taken over by Aristotle, 
and a comparative analysis of the elementary logic of Plato's 
dialogues, earned into the smallest details, would confirm and 
enlarge this result, as our examination of the Eudemus has shown ; 
but Aristotle is the first person in whom we find real abstraction. 
It took possession of aU his thinking. Here is not the place to 
examine the first appearance of the abstract and its gradual 
emergence in Greek thought, nor to show how it unfolded itself 
more and more clearly out of Plato's Idea. It was reserved for 
Aristotle's powers of observation to grasp it wholly in itself, 
with its own peculiar laws. In his untiring research into the 
logical properties and relations of the categories and of the forms 
and presuppositions of scientific inference we can detect the 
investigator of later years, seeking to span in its entirety the 
whole realm of logical fact. He constructs his new discipline 
as a purely formal act, and expressly teUs us that for him logic, 
like rhetoric, is not a theory of objects and so not a science 
(9iAoao(pia), but a faculty (lAOvocpis) and a technique. He sepa- 
rates it rigorously from the question of the origin of conceptions 
and thoughts m the soul, and thus from psychology, and regards 
it purely as an instrument of knowledge, but for this very 
reason he joins his doctrine of the syllogism to his theory of 
objects to make a self-supporting theory of knowledge, the basis 
of which is the inquiry into the so-called axioms. This does not 
justify us in speaking of a metaphysical logic. He had broken 
up the old ontologic — ^the only form of logic known to Pre- 
Aristotelian philosophy — once and for all "into the elements 
Word (Aoyos) and Thing (ov). The bond between them had to 
be restored somehow, and this was done by means of the con- 
ception of formal cause, which was at once conception and thing, 
ground of knowing and ground of being. This may not seem a 
satisfactory solution — ^it was historically conditioned by Aris- 
totle's realism — ^but it is very far from the projection of logical 
conception, judgement, and inference, into the real as Hegel 
teaches it. 

It is necessary to realize the tremendous influence of the 
analytical attitude on the intellectual form of Aristotle's philo- 
sophy, for it determines every step that he takes. In his works 
everything is the most perfect, polished, logical art, not the 
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rough-and-ready style of modern thinkers or scholars, who fre- 
quently confound observation with inference and are very poor 
in conscious nuances of logical precision. Because we no longer 
have feeling or time for this art, and because we are more or less 
innocent of the finer cultivation of thinking as ancient dialectic 
understood it, our modern interpreters of Aristotle do not dis- 
play an excessive amount of it in their commentaries. In this 
respect we could learn a good deal from the ancient expositors, 
who — at any rate those who do not belong to the decline — 
foUow every step of the method with the conscious interest of 
the artist in thinking. The fact is that the thinking of the fourth 
century is in the same case as its speech , both are closed worlds 
to the ordinary person of to-day; only the pale glimmer of a 
notion of them ever penetrates his consciousness. Whatever 
attitude we take towards this conscious technical cultivation, 
we have in it a part of the essence of the fourth century, to 
which we always feel ourselves intellectually very close because 
the names of Plato and Aristotle have a direct significance for 
us. From that to real understanding, however, is another long 
journey. 

The significance of this analytical habit of mind m the actual 
treatment of problems can be followed step by step, for example 
in the Ethics, where the fruitful but problematic equations into 
which conceptions were forced by the older speculation (such 
as 'virtue = knowledge') give way for the first time to a real 
analysis of the growth of ethical motives and of the forms of 
ethical action and will. This is by no means simply 'psycho- 
logizing' ethics; the startmg-pomt is always an exact logical 
inquiry into the meaning of particular words and conceptions, 
together with a sharp delineation of their applicability. As an 
example we may take the analyses in Nicomachean Ethtcs VI ol 
philosophic wisdom, phronests, Nus, scientific knowledge, art, 
understanding, good deliberation, and cleverness. The psycho- 
logical delicacy with which he here takes apart the knotted 
mass of conceptions contained in Plato's phronests is a very 
great advance along the path from the blank Idea of the Good 
to an ethics of will and intention; and it would never have 
been possible but for his conceptual analysis, which provided 
him with a theory of meaning, based on language, from which 
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his sympathetic psychological comprehension could take its 
start. 

The example also shows clearly that when so examined Plato’s 
'conceptions’ at once dissolve into their component parts and 
are then irrevocably lost. How much phronesis included accord- 
ing to him — the Idea as object and the contemplation of the 
Idea as the process of knowledge, theoretic recourse to the know- 
ledge of the Good and the practical fulfilment of sentiment and 
action by means of this vision, in short, the whole 'philosophic 
life’. Aristotle reduces it to the meaning corresponding to 
ordinary speech; it becomes 'ethical insight’ and is then only 
one element among many in the analysis of the moral ethos. 
In the same way Aristotle’s thinking differentiates between 
Plato’s theory of being and his theory of knowledge. The 
Idea, the palpable intelligible unity of the manifold, which was 
at once ethical ideal, aesthetic form, logical conception, and 
essential being, in an as yet undivided unity, breaks up into 
'universal’, 'substance’, 'shape’, 'what-it-was-to-be-so-and-so’, 
'definition’, and 'end’, none of which conceptions comes any- 
where near it in comprehensiveness. Aristotle’s 'form’ (ellios) 
is the Idea (ilAsa) intellectualized, and is related thereto just 
as his phronesis is to Plato’s. Everything that Plato’s spirit 
touched has a certain plastic roundness, than which nothing 
more strenuously resists the analytical urge of Aristotle’s 
thought, which is to Plato’s as the anatomical diagram is to 
the plastic human form. Perhaps this shocks the aesthetic and 
the religious man. Anyhow it is characteristfc of Aristotle. 

, The execution of this principle was the birth of science in the 
modern sense. We must not forget, of course, that the pheno- 
menon not merely possesses this esoteric significance but is also 
a symptom of the whole intellectual development. Within the 
history of Greek thought Aristotle stands decidedly at a point 
of transition. After the tremendous achievement of Plato's 
philosophy, in which the antique power of myth-making was 
imbued with the fructifying logical intelligence to an unprece- 
dented degree, the world-picturing creativeness of the old days 
began apparently to fail, and to succumb to the preponderance 
of the scientific and conceptual attitude. The man who clinched 
this inevitable historical development was Aristotle, the founder 
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of scientific philosophy It is characteristic of philosophy, or at 
any rate of Greek philosophy, that this act did not become the 
start of a new and fruitful philosophical development, but was 
simply a high point through which it passed, and which remained 
attached to the name of Aristotle. The mechanical outward 
form of his art of Analytics was indeed taken over by Hellenistic 
philosophy, and pursued right down to scholasticism ; but his 
analytical spirit, far from descending upon it, found its food in 
positive science. The foundation of scientific philosophy became 
the direct cause of the final separation of science from philo- 
sophy, because in the long run the Greeks could not endure the 
intrusion of the scientific spirit upon their efforts to picture the 
universe. 

The peculiar form through which the analytical thought of 
scientific philosophy mastered both the real world and its intel- 
lectual heritage was the method of division, inference, and 
dialectic. Hypothesis played only a subordinate part, and was 
consistently used only in connexion with division. Hellenistic 
science did not possess the practical prerequisites for making 
fruitful use of this method, especially experiment. All division 
orders as well as distinguishes ; it delimits the range and content 
of conceptions and the applicability of methods, and thereby 
leads indirectly to the general conceptual arrangement of things 
that we caU system. Aristotle has always been reckoned the 
systematizer par excellence, because under the influence of his 
thought philosophy was divided into a series of independent 
disciplines combined into a unity by their common intellectual 
purpose. The first attempts, however, at making philosophy 
systematic in this way occur in the Academy in Plato's later 
view, when in the Philebus he distinguishes physics as 'second 
philosophy' from the study of the Ideas, which Aristotle after- 
wards called 'first philosophy’. That ethics, too, had already 
asserted its independence within the Academy is shown by 
Xenocrates' celebrated trichotomy, logic, physics, ethics, which 
established an epoch in Hellenistic philosophy. 

Those very Stoic and Epicurean systems, however, clearly 
show that Aristotle’s and Plato's 'systems’ lacked the main 
feature of the type — they were not closed. It is no accident that 
they were unfamiliar with the technical term (rOorriiJia, which 
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aptly describes the constructive character of the Hellenistic 
pictures of the world, self-sufficient, emphasizing totality, and 
far removed from living research The soul of Aristotle's thought 
is not putting together (ovvicrravoti) but dividing (AiaipeTv), 
and that not as a principle of construction but as an instrument 
of hving research. Hence his 'system' remains provisional and 
open in every direction No passage can be cited in which he 
even lays down the limits of the main disciplines unambiguously 
and definitively, and those wdio marvel at the systematic articula- 
tion of his philosophy cannot even say into what parts it divides. 
The celebrated division into theoretical and practical and pro- 
ductive, with the division of the first into theology and mathe- 
matics and physics, is nowhere realized and does not embody 
his actual system , it is a merely conceptual classification. At 
the level of development at which he wrote those words it 
signified merely a geometrical loc'iis for the leading part played 
by metaphysics in philosophy Moreover, the particular dis- 
ciplines as such always opposed the greatest difficulties to the 
attempt at a completed systematization, as is only too intel- 
ligible now that we know how Aristotle’s writings attained their 
form. Arising out of indefatigable work on specialized problems, 
they always present a disparate picture if we examine their 
systematic structure in detail. In this respect the History of 
Animals is the same as the Metaphysics or the Politics, Outlines 
of a systematic arrangement, often introduced only during the 
subsequent labour of welding the parts together, are carried 
only half through or remain entirely unfulfilled: To produce 
an external architectonic was not the original idea of this 
builder and therefore none can be 'reconstructed’, any more 
than the treatises with their overlapping layers can be made into 
a smooth literary whole. 

If we dismiss this sense of system, namely an edifice of dogma, 
there remains only that analytical power of separating and order- 
ing which is systematic m a very different sense. System will 
now mean not the outwardly visible fagade, the construction of 
a totality of knowledge, lifeless and dogmatic, out of the multi- 
plicity of particular discoveries and disciplines,^ but the inner 

^ This Hellenistic notion of the systematic is strikingly developed by Sextus 
Empiricus [Adversus Logicos I. 198, 3 ff ) on the basis of his— mainly Stoic— 
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stratification of fundamental conceptions, which Aristotle was 
the first to bring to light. When he flings the net of the cate- 
gories over reality, then selects from them the independent 
'this-something-or-other' (toAe ti), declares it the 'substance' 
of philosophic thought, and so descends the pitshaft of this con- 
ception, m order to lay bare in it one after the other the levels 
of matter, form, essence, universal, potency, and act, that is 
certainly systematic thinking. By this analysis the mere ‘this- 
something-or-other' is differentiated into the form which deter- 
mines matter, and in which universal conceptual thinking grasps 
the essence of the real, the latter being related to matter as 
act to potency. The same fundamental conceptions persist like 
subterranean strata through several disciplines. Thus the con- 
ception of form penetrates psychology and logic and all the 
special sciences, while it also belongs to physics and metaphysics, 
that is, to theoretic philosophy. The doctrine of Nus runs through 
metaphysics, ethics, psychology, and analytics. These common 
intellectual themes hold the disciplines inwardly together. The 
unity does not arise, however, from any intentional assimilation 
of the parts to each other ; it is the original kernel out of which 
the multiplicity has grown. Plato's Idea was ethics, ontology, 
and theory of knowledge, m one. The method of division dis- 
solved it into several disciplines ; but in accordance with Plato's 
striving for unity Aristotle built up beneath them a conception 
corresponding to the Idea, a conception common both to reality 
and to knowledge, which united the multiplicity at its root. 

Nevertheless each special sphere retains its tentative and 
inquiring character, never achievmg satisfaction in the ex- 
ternal form of completeness and unimpeachable construction, 
always improving itself, overthrowing what it had previously 
set up, and looking for new paths. If there is any totality for 
which Aristotle strives it is a totahty not of finished knowledge 
but of problems This may be illustrated by our conclusions 
about his ethics. According to Plato's statement of the pro- 
blem happiness consisted either in virtue or in pleasure or in 
phronesis. The Philebus shows how the problem of pleasure, 

sources Truth is here conceived as a 'fixed' scientific system (65 &v iTncm^tATl 
KaBeoT'nKuToc ovoTTiiiocTiKfi) and the latter is characterized as a congeries of many 
things (iS(0poiaiia Sk ttAei6vcov) 
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for example, made itself independent in his philosophical 
inquiries and formed a realm of its own, touching the questions 
of phronesis and virtue and happiness only tangentially. The 
same thing happened to the realms of phronesis, virtue, friend- 
ship, and happiness. They all appeared frequently in the 
Academy, and always as relatively independent subjects of 
inquiry, as is shown by the titles of the works of the members. 
Plato's dialogues give a faithful picture of the sets of problems 
thus rendered independent. Aristotle collects together all the 
problems bearing on ethics (xa fjOiKoc), and, without curtailing 
the free play of the particular sets, gradually subjects them 
all to a tighter methodical yoke within the framework of this 
originally loose unity The unification never prospered suffi- 
ciently, however, to allow a 'systematic' justification of the 
appearance of the problems On Friendship in the eighth and 
ninth books of the Nicomachean Ethics, for example, or to make 
the double discussion of the problem of Pleasure in Books VII 
and X explicable through considerations other than editorial. 
Where we can see somewhat deeper into the origin of the writ- 
ings, as in the Metaphystcs and the Physics, we observe towards 
the end of the process an increasing effort to reach such a unified 
structure, although it is never completely successful. Only the 
history of his development can clearly reveal the roots and the 
meaning of what we may call Aristotle's 'system' The Hellen- 
istic systems are connected with his late work, but they take 
their departure from the external impression and make primary 
that which was secondary to him. They dogmatically construct 
a fixed picture of the world out of 'valid propositions', and in 
this safe shell they seek refuge from the storms of life. 

II. SCIENCE AND METAPHYSICS 

All the lines of Aristotle's philosophy run together in his 
metaphysics, while it on the other hand stretches out into all 
other disciplines. It expresses his ultimate philosophical pur- 
poses, and every study of the details of his doctrine that does 
not start from this central organ must miss the main point. To 
form a correct judgement on its nature and accomplishment is 
not easy, if only because of the hindrance arising from the 
prejudice attached to the name. The period during which 



ARISTOTLE’S PLACE IN HISTORY 377 

Aristotle's philosophy held dogmatic sway ended with the break- 
up of metaphysics as a branch of knowledge and thus demolished 
his creation. Since then we involuntarily regard him as the 
leader of the dogmatists, the antipode whom Kant overcame, 
and think we do him a service by preferring the non-metaphysical 
parts of his philosophy and putting him in a more positivist light. 
Yet he was never a positivist even in the days when research 
preponderated. The living significance of his metaphysics cannot 
be appreciated from the point of view of modern critical philo- 
sophy, but only in relation to the problems of his own time. 
When we look at it in the latter way we find that it is really 
founded on a critical purpose. His aim was to purge the 
philosophical consciousness of its mythical and metaphorical 
elements and to work out the strictly scientific foundations of 
a metaphysical view of the world that he took over in its main 
outlines from Plato. In other words, it was his interest in a 
particular method that led to this influential construction. 

His metaphysics arises out of that inner tension between 
intellectual conscience and longing for a religious view of the 
world which constitutes what is new and problematic in his 
philosophical personality. In the earlier cosmologies of the 
Greek physicists the mythical and the rational elements inter- 
penetrate in an as yet undivided unity. From the historical 
point of view it is an abuse of language, not in the least excused 
by its frequency, to call these philosophies metaphysical systems 
because they contain elements that are metaphysical in our 
sense. In this sense, naturally, Aristotle's Physics would also 
have to be called metaphysical, and yet precisely this example 
makes the historical absurdity of this anachronistic description 
as clear as daylight Its application to the Pre-Socratics would 
be sensible only if it were meant to express that in founding 
metaphysics as an independent science Aristotle's aim had been 
just precisely to make these dogmatic and mythical elements 
in the cosmologies of his predecessors the conscious centre of 
philosophical thought, whereas previously they had insinuated 
themselves unperceived. There is somewhat more justification 
for using the expression of Plato’s world of Ideas. Here it 
indicates the entry into philosophical consciousness of the 
invisible and intelligible, and especially the objective side of the 
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Ideas as being a higher sort of reality, not to be apprehended by 
experience. With this is connected in the later phase of Plato's 
development the religious problem of teleological theology, which 
became the starting-point of Aristotle's metaphysics. Even this 
use of the modem conception is, however, strictly speaking un- 
historical — although we continually fall back into it against our 
win — and hinders the true understanding of Aristotle's real 
achievement. Metaphysics arose in his mind, and it arose out of 
the conflict of the religious and cosmological convictions that he 
owed to Plato with his own scientific and analytical mode of 
thinking. This inner disunion was unknown to Plato It was a 
consequence of the coUapse of the procedure on which Plato had 
based the knowledge of his new supersensible reality, and in 
which for one instant exact science and the most ecstatic enjoy- 
ment of the inexperienceable had seemed to coincide without 
remainder. When this concrete unity of myth and logic fell to 
pieces Aristotle carried away as a depositum fidei the unshakable 
confidence that in the Platonic creed of his youth the inmost 
kernel must somehow or other be true. The Metaphysics is his 
grand attempt to make this Something that transcends the limits 
of human experience accessible to the critical understanding. 
Because of this profound and previously unrecognized com- 
munity of problems with the philosophers of religion in medieval 
Christendom, Jewry, and Islam, and not through a mere accident 
of tradition, he became the intellectual leader of the centuries 
following Augustine, whose interior world was enlarged far 
beyond the limits of the Greek soul by their tension between faith 
and knowledge. The history of his development shows that 
behind his metaphysics, too, there lies the credo ut infelhgam. 

The study of his development also allows us to see more clearly 
the new conception of method on which this philosophy reposed. 
Up to now the reigning view has been that the word 'meta- 
physics ' owes its origin merely to the order accidentally given to 
his writings in some complete edition of the Hellenistic age — 
Andronicus is usually suggested — and that it does not express 
the Aristotelian view of the real situation. In truth, however, 
this word, which was surely coined by some Peripatetic earlier 
than Andronicus, gives a perfectly just picture of the funda- 
mental aim of 'first philosophy' in its original sense. Whereas 
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Plato had fixed his gaze from the very first moment on the 
highest peak of the world of Ideas, and believed that all certainty 
was rooted directly in knowledge of the invisible and intelligible, 
Aristotle's metaphysics is construed on the basis of physics, thus 
taking the opposite direction. The highest monad, after having 
been to Plato the most exact norm and the most certain object 
of the mind, came to be for Aristotle the last and most difficult 
of all problems. We usually overlook the fact that his commonest 
description of the new discipline is 'the science that we are 
seeking'. In contrast to all other sciences it starts not from a 
given subject-matter but from the question whether its subject- 
matter exists. Thus it has to begin by demonstrating its own 
possibility as a science, and this 'introductory' question really 
exhausts its whole nature. 

From the very beginning Aristotle is certain that the science 
that we are seeking is possible only if there are either Ideas or 
some 'separated' intelligible reality corresponding to them. In 
spite of his critical attitude, therefore, he escapes no more than 
Plato did from the notion that all real knowing presupposes an 
object lying outside consciousness (l^co 6v Koti xcopiorov) which 
it somehow touches, represents, or mirrors. As we have said, 
this realism is nothing specifically Aristotelian, but universal 
among the Greeks. Ancient thinking never got beyond the con- 
fused notion of the relation between knowledge and its object 
indicated by these pictorial expressions. Within these historical 
limits, however, Aristotle's Metaphysics represents a state of the 
problems wh®se relation to Plato's ontologic corresponds pretty 
exactly to that of Kant to the dogmatic rationalism of the 
eighteenth century. The question, Is the science that we are 
seeking possible? has for him the objective meaning, Is there 
this supposed supersensible reality ? while for Kant it has the 
methodological meaning, Are there a priori synthetic judge- 
ments ? without which the traditional metaphysics was incon- 
ceivable. The fact that ancient criticism — sit venia verbo — ^bears 
the realistic, while modern bears the idealistic, signature, must 
not prevent us from detecting the inner similarity of the historical 
situations. Both thinkers represent extreme points in the chains 
of development to which they belong, and have therefore had no 
posterity, except for a revival following on long misunderstanding 
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and ending in formalism. The really living evolution passes over 
or goes behind the metaphysical aspect of Kant or Aristotle, dis- 
regarding, with a onesidedness that is sometimes sensationalist 
and at other times rationalist or mystical, the scientific precision 
and fineness that both thinkers gave to the problems. Hence 
Aristotle is the only Greek thinker with whom Kant could talk 
on an equal footing, and whom he could try to overcome. For 
the rest, while Kant's position is based exclusively on his tran- 
scendental criticism of the apprehending consciousness, the 
foundation of Aristotle's critical realism is his physical system, 
together with a critical analysis, starting from the objects of 
experience, of the conception of being. 

Metaphysics is based on physics according to Aristotle in the 
first place because it is nothing but the conceptually necessary 
completion of the experimentally revealed system of moving 
nature The prime task of physics is to explain motion, and one 
of Aristotle's main objections to the theory of Ideas is that it does 
not do so. In making this objection he is setting up a definite 
type of natural science as a classical model, namely the method 
of constructing hypotheses invented by Eudoxus, which explains 
a complicated set of facts by referring it to the most simple 
principles — in this instance to the mathematical construction of 
all planetary motions from simple circles. 'To save the pheno- 
mena' is the methodological ideal of metaphysics. It has to 
elicit the ultimate grounds of experience from the facts them- 
selves and from their inner law. To this end it must, indeed, 
overstep the bounds of immediate experience “ht one point, but 
it must not hope for more than to bring to light the pre- 
suppositions that lie in the facts themselves when rightly inter- 
preted. The reference of animal motion to the eternal cosmic 
motion and of the latter to the mbtion of the outermost circle 
was for Aristotle a fact that the natural science of Eudoxus had 
placed beyond all doubt. It represented a degree of mathematic- 
ally accurate experiential knowledge never before attained in 
this sphere. On the presuppositions of Aristotelian physics this 
system of motions had to find its coping-stone in some ultimate 
cause. The inference to a prime mover was thus suggested by 
nature itself. 

Aristotle anchors this branch of knowledge stfil more firmly 
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in physics by means of his analysis of the conception of sub- 
stance. He thereby gives to the idea of an ultimate cause of all 
motion a more definite shape as the highest and final form in the 
realm of natural forms. The starting-point of his theory of being 
is the world of perceptible appearances, the individual thing 
of the naively realistic consciousness. Was there any way of 
apprehending this individual being ^ The earlier physics had in 
fact possessed no such means. Its theory of the elements and of 
motion did indeed offer much information about the components 
of ' aU things ' and the forces active within them, but it obtained 
this information by pure speculation. The technical analysis of 
an individual thing into its material elements, as modern natural 
science understands it, was just as impossible for Democritus 
with his highly developed atomic theory as it had been for earlier 
and still more primitive physicists In the last and highest stage 
of its development Plato's philosophy embraced as the object of 
scientific knowledge (iTricrTfiiiTi) the whole hierarchy of Ideas as 
developed through the dialectical art of division, from the most 
comprehensive genus down to the lowest and not further divisible 
species (orouiov gi!Aos) ; but all that lay on the hither side of the 
Ideal world, where it bordered on that of experience, was indeter- 
minate (orriEipov), the object of mere opinion, and not truly real. 
Plato's indivisible is not yet Aristotle's individual, an immanent 
form linked with matter (evuAov eIAos). Earnestly though Plato 
wrestled with the question of opinion in his last period, he 
could not pass from the Idea to a grasp of the individual being of 
experience. Hiysits to him was merely a heap of ' likely myths '. 

This is where Aristotle's critique begins. His aim is all along to 
make the Idea capable of producing knowledge of appearances. 
This was, to him, synonymous with the demand that the things 
of sense shall be accessible fo concepts, for as a Platonist he 
held that only through the universal are knowledge and science 
possible. He stands in the middle of the change undergone by 
the theory of Ideas in Plato's later years, which brought with it 
the first thorough elucidation of the logical side of the Idea, as 
the universal and the conception, and of its importance for know- 
ledge. The same process rendered the ontological side of the Idea 
problematic. Aristotle considered it axiomatic that nothing 
universal possesses independent existence. From his point of 
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view Plato's later theory of Ideas appeared as a hypostatization 
of the universal, to which he opposed his doctrine of the deter- 
mination of matter by form. This doctrine really abolishes the 
' things ' of naive realism by making them conceptual. The ob] ect 
of sense-experience can come to the knowledge of the thinking 
subject only so far as it becomes a conceptual form ; on the other 
hand it is only so far as it is form. The complete determination 
of reality by the forms of the understanding and by the categorial 
multiplicity of their conceptual stratification is rooted not in 
transcendental laws of the knowing consciousness but in the 
structure of reality itself. Herein is concealed a serious problem, 
which we must not overlook, but Aristotle's whole purpose is to 
grasp the individual through the Idea, a procedure, however, 
which was conceivable to him only by supposing that through 
the Idea one grasped that in the thing which it really was (to ti 
f)v eIvoi). Matter is the remnant, the non-existent, in itself 
unknowable and alien to reason, that remains after this process 
of clarifying the thing into a form and a conception. This non- 
existent neither is nor is not; it is 'not yet', that is to say it 
attains to reality only in so far as it becomes the vehicle of some^ 
conceptual determination. Hence no matter is just matter, as 
the physicists supposed ; it is matter for this definite form, but 
apart from this form and considered in itself it is already some- 
how informed. Nothing absolutely formless and indeterminate 
'is' at aU. The conception of ultimate matter, absolutely un- 
formed and undetermined, while a limiting conception of our 
thinking, does not characterize any substantial reality. Every- 
thing is form, but form itself becomes the matter of a higher 
form. Thus Aristotle's view of being drives us on towards an 
ultimate Form that determines everything else and is not itself 
determmed by anything. His physics of immanent forms attains 
its goal only in the transcendent Form of his metaphysics. " 

In this way form comes to explain motion as well, of which 
neither Democritus nor Plato had been able to give a scientific 
account from their points of view. The aim of Aristotle's theory 
of motion is to invent a logic of it. He tries to make it accessible 
to conceptual thought, just as he does particular material things, 
by discovering in it some form or determinateness through which 
it can be explained. He therefore confines it within a fixed frame- 
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work, for where all is motion and flux, and nothing is fixed and 
enduring, science loses its rights. According to his physics this 
enduring element is to be found in quality and in form as the end 
of motion, not in quantity itself. In the first place, he lacked the 
technical means for making exact quantitative measurements or 
determining the quantitative conditions of qualities, so that re- 
search could not advance in this direction. Above all, however, 
he saw that in the cosmos motion took place in fixed forms and 
within fixed limits The apparent caprice and lawlessness of the 
motions of life on the earth, which is very small in comparison 
with the world as a whole, could not in any way prejudice the 
magnificent picture of the upper and imperishable part of the 
universe. Here, again, Eudoxus’ theory of the spheres assumed 
fundamental importance for Aristotle’s view of the world. In the 
concert and continuity of the eternal revolution of the stars, as 
assumed in that hypothesis to account for the appearances visible 
in the sky, there was something purposeful and instinct with 
form that could not possibly be derived from the mechanical 
presuppositions of the contemporary theory of gravity. For the 
most part the physicists had had recourse to the idea of a cosmo- 
gonic vortex which set the world in motion, but as men increased 
their knowledge of the orderliness and invariability of the pheno- 
mena the notion of a mechanical cosmogony retreated more 
and more into the background, in fact it seemed to be non- 
sense. Aristotle went even farther than Plato in this matter. 
The latter had at any rate attempted to conceive what the 
creation of the ^orld must have been on the assumption of 
Eudoxus’ astronomy, when he made the beginning not chaos but 
the reason that orders things. Aristotle, however, breaks com- 
pletely with this Anaxagorean ordering or 2^iocK6crnrio’is by Mind 
when he declares the heavenl^^ bodies and the heaven itself to be 
everlasting and uncreated and derives their motion from internal 
formal or final causes. 

With reference to motion the form is the entelechy (ev-tsA- 
exeioc), inasmuch as in its form each thing possesses the end of 
motion realized within itself. For the heavenly bodies this is 
their eternal circular revolution, but Aristotle carries over the 
principle to earthly things as weU, thus working out Plato’s 
teleology in every part of his world of forms. The motion of 
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earthly things appears to be, in Platonic language, disorderly or 
firoKTos, but on closer inspection we discover that the funda- 
mental principle of change in the organic world is the same as 
it is in the heavens, namely locomotion, to which all kinds of 
motion are to be referred. Locomotion here serves the special 
laws of organic coming-to-be and passing-away, which in their 
turn depend on the form. The entelechy of beings that come to 
be and pass away is the height of this organic development In 
them form appears as an orderliness and determmateness building 
from within and unfolding itself from the matter as from a seed. 

We have always supposed that this latter meaning of ' ente- 
lechy ’ is the original, and that the conception was first developed 
m the case of organic life and from thence transferred to other 
spheres by a generalization — ^that it means, therefore, something 
vitalistic or biological like the modem ‘ life-force ’. This assumes 
that Aristotle possessed from the begiiming the complete mastery 
of zoology and biology that he displays in the History of Animals, 
and that he more or less saw this principle in the object during 
his researches. Recently we have come to beheve that the con- 
ception of biological development was his real achievement, 
which is a thoroughly vicious modernization. The meaning of 
'entelechy' is not biological; it is logical and ontological. In 
every kind of motion Aristotle’s gaze is fastened on the end. 
What interests him is the fact, not that something ts coming to 
he, but that something is coming to be ; that something fixed and 
normative is making its way into existence — ^the form. 

Creative Power, that works eternal schemes. 

Clasp you in bonds of love, relaxing never, 

And what in wavering apparition gleams 

Fix in its place with thoughts that stand forever ! 

The notions of potency and act, 'vSrhich also are usually derived 
from the process of organic life, are indeed occasionally'' illus- 
trated by Aristotle with the example of the seed and the 
developed organism, but they cannot really come from this 
sphere. They must be taken from human power or AOvapis, 
which now remains latent and now becomes active (Ipyov), 
attaining its end (entelechy) only in this activity (Sv^pyeia). It 
is still more unhistorical to look on the star-souls as a conse- 
quence of extending to the whole of reality the supposedly 
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vitalistic or even animistic/orw« suhstantialis, as is done by those 
interpreters who then consistently go on to suppose that 
Aristotle ascribed a soul to the inorganic also and thus make him 
a panpsychist. 

The higher we ascend in the cosmos, the more purely the 
motion expresses the form that is its end. As a whole the motion 
of the world is the effect and expression of a form that is 
absolute and free of all matter. This form completes the reaction 
from Pre-Platonic physics, in which the world arose out of 
chaotic matter and was explained by mechanical causes. Reality 
is in its determinateness and in its essence necessarily what it is. 
It cannot be explained from mere possibility and chance, for 
then it might as well not be or be otherwise. There must be form 
at the head of motion, and the highest form must be pure act, 
through and through determination and thought. This thought 
cannot think anything more perfect than itself, for as the end 
of the motion of the whole world it is necessarily the most perfect 
thing existing, since everything aims towards it. Nevertheless, 
the thought that thinks itself is not a merely formal self- 
consciousness devoid of content, an absolute ego in Fichte’s 
sense. In Aristotle's teleology substance and end are one, and 
the highest end is the most determinate reality there is. This 
substantial thought possesses at one and the same time the 
highest ideality as conceived by Plato and the rich determinate- 
ness of the individual, and hence life and everlasting blessedness. 
God is one with the world not by penetrating it, nor by main- 
taining the totality of its forms as an intelligible world within 
himself, but because the world ‘hangs' (fipTTiTai) on him; he is 
its unity, although not in it. As each thing strives to realize its 
own form, it realizes for its part that infinite perfection which 
as a whole is God. 

Aristotle’s attempt to make the exact thinking that Plato had 
discovered, the conception and the form, bear fruit in knowledge 
of the sensible world, could consist only of a conceptual appre- 
hension of nature and its essence ; it could not at first assist our 
insight into the material causes. It thus created a philosophy of 
nature, resting on a basis that was ‘ metaph57sical ’ in our modem 
sense. Aristotle’s own intention was the opposite. He believed 
that his teleological explanation of nature had done away with 

3803 c c 
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the earlier physics, which derived all that occurs from material 
and mechanical causes. While recognizing these lower causes he 
subordinated them to the formal and final causes. Matter and 
force are not ' nature ’. They are nature’s handymen ; she herself 
is the buUder proceeding according to an inner plan and idea. 
Natural necessity as the Atomists understood it is of course the 
indispensable condition of nature’s activity as of man’s tech- 
niques, but to the interpreter of nature it remains, as Plato had 
already laid down, a merely secondary cause (cruvaiTiov). The 
farther Aristotle went in positive research in the course of his 
life, the deeper he had to penetrate in the investigation of the 
special material constitution of individual things. So long, on the 
other hand, as his physics remained in the sphere of conceptual 
discussion, the relation between the secondary and the final 
cause gave him little difficulty. The spunous fourth book of 
the Meteorology, which contains the first ancient attempt at 
chemistry, illustrates how this relation becomes problematic to 
a follower of Anstotle as soon as he turns to the question of 
the constitution of matter. Democritus’ atomic theory and his 
conception of the void instantly reappear as working hypo- 
theses, without at first endangering the fundamentally teleo- 
logical character of physics. The author of the fourth book 
of the Meteorology belongs to this transitional stage.* Strato 
goes farther and drops teleology and metaphysics along with 
it, rebuilding Aristotle’s physics on a Democritean base. He 
transfers the ‘ craftsmanship ’ of nature to matter and its quali- 
ties. It has been suggested that he is the author^ of this book, 
which would then be an early work in which the doctrine of his 
master struggled with atomist conceptions ; but we do not need 
the famous name in order to understand the direction of the 
development revealed in this interesting work. Teleological 
physics penetrated from Plato’s later days into Aristotle^s first 
period and became the groundwork of the latter’s philosophy. 
It found fruitful soil for its principle in the investigation of the 
animal and vegetable kingdoms. When it came to the examina- 
tion of inorganic matter, on the other hand, the principle of form 
failed in the long run, and the atomist point of view reappeared 
of its own accord. 

' For what follows see J. Hammer- J ensen, Hermes, vol. 1 , pp. 113 ff 
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Aristotle’s interest in method niles in his further development 
also, as when he afterwards inserts between the Physics and the 
Metaphysics a special connecting inquiry into the continuity and 
eternity of the world’s motion and into circular motion, which 
takes us right to the threshold of metaphysics and shows that 
physics without metaphysics is a trunk without a head The 
fundamental idea of the later metaphysics is also an idea about 
method, namely to prefix to theology a doctrine of substance in 
general and thus expand metaphysics into a study of the various 
meanings of being The theory of supersensible being, whose 
subject-matter was distinct from that of physics, now becomes a 
study of the nature, as being, of the very subject-matter that 
physics looks at from the point of view of motion. Thus the two 
original fundamental subjects of metaphysics — ^the physical 
subject of the first mover and the metaphysical subject of the 
supersensible — ^retreat into the background, and instead of them 
there appears the new subject of the morphology of being. One 
can detect in this the characteristics of Aristotle’s later universal 
science of reality, beginning to have its effect on metaphysics 
and receiving here an ontological and axiomatic foundation. 
The suppression of speculation in favour of factual research also 
left its traces, as we have seen, on the later treatment of the 
question of the prime mover. The conceptually necessary com- 
plement of the body of physical doctrine, the principle on which 
everything depends, now becomes very like a mere cosmological 
hjTpothesis in character, and the impossibility of confirming it 
like other hypothSses through experience is immediately felt to 
be an incurable defect. 

This interest in the method tended to repress Aristotle’s 
interest in picturing his philosophy. It was not given to him to 
create striking sjnnbols of the content of his view of the world 
like Plato’s mjrths and similes. He must have felt this hims elf ; 
once, in his first account of his own philosophy, the manifesto 
On Philosophy, he tried to give pictorial form to his new attitude 
towards things in a variant of the simile of the Cave in Plato’s 
Republic (above, p. 163). The simile of the ascent of the sub- 
terranean men to the vision of the eternal orders and forms of 
the cosmos strikes us as a fine and individual version of the 
Platonic original, but dependent upon it to the last ; and the 
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relation between his attitude towards the world and Plato's 
leaves the same impression. It is as though he were absolutely 
presupposing it and turning at once to his own methodical 
argumentation and analysis. Only in isolated passages do we 
suddenly become aware, almost with astonishment, of the living 
presence of a felt whole behind the subtle network of conceptions. 
It remains latent like the driving religious force that lies behind 
the Metaphysics without ever coming forward and directly con- 
fessing itself. This is why both reveal themselves only in the 
indirect forms of conceptual thinking and of the method he uses 
to wrestle with them, and why the force of his philosophy as a 
religion and as a world-view has come alive in history only where 
men have not been merely seeking aesthetic intuitions but have 
themselves known something of this heavy struggle. Let us 
nevertheless attempt to make his world pictoriaUy visible to 
ourselves. 

Aristotle introduced the logically discrete character of Plato's 
Ideal world into the visible world as well. According to Plato 
the happiest image of the world of appearances is the Heraclitean 
flux of ah things, in which certain enduring islands appear. 
Aristotle did not look at nature so ; for him it was a cosmos in 
which all motion revolved around the fixed centres of abiding 
forms. Nevertheless, he does not, as one might expect, foist 
upon the living reality the rigid hierarchy of a world of abstract 
conceptions; his forms work as the constructive laws of all 
becoming. What we feel in them most of ah, however, is the 
separateness of accurately determined logical '^unities. The 
image in which he pictures his world is or order, not 

au[ji9covia or harmony. What he wants is not a sounding poly- 
phonic concord, however natural this feeling may have been to 
a Hellenistic Greek, but the organized common labour of all 
forms for the realization of a superordinate Thought. To express 
this view of the world he invented, for once, a happy simhe — ^the 
tactical motion of the warriors in an army, through which is 
executed the plan of the unseen general. Compared with the 
‘ breath penetrating all things ' of the Stoic monism it is a classic 
world of plastic forms and contours. The members of this realm 
lack contact and dynamic reaction upon each other. This 
feature, foreign to the 'harmoniously unified' world of imperial 
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philosophy, is what Plotinus had in mind when he desiderated 
some contact between the prime mover and the forms of the 
movers of the spheres. The same is true of the whole realm of 
forms in Aristotle’s cosmos, though their law is embodied most 
purely and beautifully in that of the spheres. 

The things that change imitate those that are imperishable.’ 
The coming-to-be and passing-away of earthly things is just as 
much a stationary revolution as the motion of the stars. In spite 
of its uninterrupted change nature has no history according to 
Aristotle, for organic becoming is held fast by the constancy of 
its forms in a rhythm that remains eternally the same. Similarly 
the human world of state and society and mind appears to him 
not as caught in the incalculable mobility of irrecapturable 
historical destiny, whether we consider personal life or that of 
nations and cultures, but as founded fast in the unalterable 
permanence of forms that, while they change within certain 
limits, remain identical in essence and purpose. This feeling 
about life is S37mbolized by the Great Year, at the close of which 
all the stars have returned to Their original position and begin 
their course anew. In the same way the cultures of the earth wax 
and wane, according to Aristotle, as determined by great natural 
catastrophes, which in turn are causally connected with the 
regular changes of the heavens. That which Aristotle at this 
instant newly discovers has been discerned a thousand times 
before, will be lost again, and one day discerned afresh. Myths 
are the lost echoes telling of the philosophy of lost ages, equal in 
value to our own? and some day all our knowledge too will be 
only a hoary myth. The philosopher, standing upon the earth 
in the centre of the universe, embraces within the limits of 
thought a cosmos itself bounded by fixed limits and enclosed 
in the ethereal ball of the outer heaven. The philosophic Nus, 
when" gazing from the peak of human knowledge upon the 
eternal rhythm of the whole, divines something of the pure 
unsullied happiness of the world-spirit perduring unmoved in 
contemplative thought. 

The old geometrical cosmos of the Greeks was differentiated 
but not broken by Aristotle’s picture of the world. The new ideas 
of the fourth century were introduced into its typical outlines. 
Reality is now seen from within ; it is no longer solid, but to a 
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certain extent transparent. Aristotle completes the reception of 
Platonism into the ordinary Greek picture of the world. The 
perspective is indefinitely extended both in space and in time by 
the astronomical and historical inquiries of the century. In its 
finiteness Aristotle’s world is identical with Plato’s , but the con- 
trast between the two realms, which gave the last-named its 
special mood and spiritual impetus, is gone, and now the visible 
cosmos itself shines with Platonic colours. The Greek picture of 
the world has attained its maximum of unified harmony and 
completeness. Yet all this moves the spirit of the philosopher 
not from the aesthetic and emotional side, but merely so far as it 
can be conceptually established by strict science. Although this 
singularly beautiful picture collapsed long ago, science is stiU 
wrestling with the problems and methods that were developed 
by means of it. In them, and not in the picture as such, lies the 
real ivspyEia or activity of its genius. 

III. THE ANALYSIS OF MAN 

The foundation of ethics as a science was profoundly affected 
by the fact that Socrates had brought the question of moral 
knowledge to the forefront and that Plato went farther in this 
direction. We are accustomed to consider that personal con- 
science and intention is the essential problem, and hence we tend 
to look on Socrates’ alien way of putting the question as an 
historical condition of his thought, concealing what was in 
reality a question not of consciousness but of conscience. How- 
ever justifiable it may be to make the great ^phenomena in the 
history of the Greek mind clearer to ourselves by translating 
them into the correspondmg categories of our day, it involves 
the danger of missing the real achievement of Greece. This 
achievement lies not in religious prophecy nor merely in the 
thorough radicalism with which they applied morality fo life, 
but in their apprehension of the objectivity of ethical values and 
of the objective position of the ethical element in the universe 
as a whole Socrates was not indeed an ethical theorist, he was 
merely seeking the road towards virtue and away from his 
aporia of ignorance ; but this very starting-point contains the 
seed of the conclusion towards which the development that he 
inaugurated was to strive, the foundation of 'ethics’. The 
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question 'What is the good or the ]ust ? ’ is not that of a prophet 
but that of an inquirer. Passionately though it affirms the good, 
what it puts first is the discovery of the nature of what we call 
good ; and ignorance of this is the real distress that it expresses 
That the greatest moral leader of Greece should be so much 
concerned with objectification and the apprehension of the right 
shows that the Greeks could attain their highest moral achieve- 
ment only in the creation of a philosophy of morals. This is why 
the question of subjective intention and 'performance’, of the 
education of the will, takes second place with Socrates and is 
treated by him in a way that — ^however much we may talk 
around it — cannot satisfy us. For him, as for Plato, this 
question was not so much the sole guiding purpose as simply the 
presupposition of the question that they really did feel intensely, 
namely what is the essence of the good. The road to knowledge 
was long for them ; on the other hand, that knowledge would 
ensure action seemed almost self-evident. 

The development from Socrates to Aristotle has been repre- 
sented as a process of increasing alienation from the former in 
the course of which his practical moral teaching was gradually 
reduced to theoretical form, and this is how it really appears if 
one looks on Socrates as investigating the nature of conscience 
and spreading a gospel of moral freedom ; in other words, if one 
ascribes to him the modem Protestant and Kantian attitude. * 
From our point of view, however, the actual course of events was 
the inevitable process of progressively objectif3dng the morally 
right, and was dus to the essential nature of the Greek spirit, not 
to the accident of particular personalities. Only this process 
could overcome the old traditional morality, which was steadily 
disintegrating, together with the complete subjectivism that 
accompanied the disintegration. The striving for objectivity 
was certainly bom from the practical aporia of a powerful and 
militant moral personality, but its own nature compelled it to 
develop by allying itself to philosophical thought, in which it 
found the instmment of obtaining its end — or more correctly, by 
calling into existence a new philosophical movement, which 
created new instruments for itself. The movement took a 

“ Cf. Heinrich Maxer, Sohrates, Werk und seine geschichUiche Stellung^ 
pp. 516 fi. and 577 ff. 
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difEerent course with each Socratic, according to whether he 
approached Socrates externally with sophistical problems al- 
ready in possession of his mind, and used him merely to enrich 
his material without grasping the core of his problem in its supra- 
personal significance, or, recognizing the new and pioneering 
element in him, as Plato did, seized on this point and developed 
it with originative force. 

Scholars commonly regard it as another merely historical 
accident that Plato made his great discovery of the moral Ought, 
to use modem terms, in the form of an Idea, that is, a super- 
sensible essence having a higher reality; and we excuse this 
roundabout method by pointing to the artistic requirements of 
the Greek spirit. Yet here again merely to claim superior know- 
ledge and precipitately impose our own 'more advanced' point 
of view is not enough. The very feature that to us seems round- 
about or wrong was the necessary historical presupposition of 
the recognition of the real nature of the thing itself The dis- 
covery of the objective spiritual values, whether moral or 
aesthetic or logical, and their abstraction in purified form from 
the jumbled chaos of moral and aesthetic and logical assumptions 
always occurring in human souls, was possible only because of 
the objectifying, shaping, formative vision with which the 
Greeks approached aU things, even the intellectual, and to which 
they owe their species of philosophy and art. Other peoples have 
experienced great moral elevations, but for a philosophic account 
of morality as a value in its pure form the Greeks and Plato had 
to come into the world. The Idea, when it dawned^on the Greek 
mind, appeared to be by natural necessity an objective reality, 
independent of the consciousness in which it is reflected. And 
since it had come as the answer to the Socratic question 'What 
is so and so?' it also possessed the attributes of the object of 
logic, the conception. This is the only way in which it was 
possible, at that non-abstract level of thought, to recognize two 
of the essential properties of the moral Ought, its incontestability 
and its unconditionality. Plato must have thought, as he dis- 
covered the Idea, that he was for the first time attaining a real 
understanding of the essence of Socrates' lifework ; it had been 
the erection of a higher intellectual world of unshakable ends 
and aims (t^Aos, opos). In the transcendental vision of the 
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Good in itself, not to be derived from any sense-expenence, the 
Socratic search now attains fulfilment. 

Plato is fond of putting his philosophical recognition that the 
pure Good is the only morally valid motive of human action m 
the form of the popular Greek search for the highest good or best 
life. To the numerous suggestions that had already been made, 
including more or less all the goods of the world, he opposed his 
own, ‘ that a man becomes happy when he becomes good ’. Only 
the good man can use the world’s goods rightly, and hence it is 
only for him that they are goods m the real sense of means to the 
Good. He, however, is independent of them, and carries happi- 
ness within himself. Thus Plato banishes eudaemonism and the 
ethics of goods, the foundations of every popular Greek view of 
life. Like a true Greek, however, he recalls them in the same 
instant, though in changed and elevated shape. The vision of 
the Good in itself is the fruit of a lifetime of fervid toil. It pre- 
supposes the soul’s gradual f amUianzation with the ‘ Good itself ’ ; 
it is revealed only to him who is really seeking wisdom, and then 
only at the end of a painful intellectual road passing through all 
the methods of argument (iJi^0o2oi Adycov). Unlike mechanical 
knowledge it cannot be transferred from one person to another. 
The best life is therefore the ‘ philosophic ’ life, and the highest 
Good is the inner happiness of him who truly apprehends the 
Good. 

Thus Plato became not merely the theoretical discoverer of 
morality, but also the creator of a new ideal of life, although he 
left the comnjon morality standing as a lower level beside philo- 
sophic virtue. In the course of his later development the philo- 
sophic life became more and more religious in character, as the 
thought of God took the place of the Idea of the Good as the 
measure of all measures Thrsugh all phases of his development, 
however, his chief concern remained the problem of objective 
values and norms. Life ‘with reference to the end’ included in 
itself the impulse to strive for the end. Plato was, in fact, over- 
whelmingly impressed by the newly discovered objective world 
of pure values and by the new sureness that it imparted to life. 

Aristotle’s early dialogues are full of a tremendous ardour for 
Plato’s philosophic life, but at the same time even as early a 
book as the Protrepticus clearly shows the limits of the influence 
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that could be exerted on civic reality by this exclusive ideal of 
intellectual aristocracy The attempt to impose it on the whole 
life of the nation could only lead to a complete renunciation of 
reality, since reality showed itself unable to adopt it. The 
tendency to renounce the world, together with a pitchblack 
pessimism about its goods and a pitiless criticism of its un- 
intellectual society, is strikingly obvious in Aristotle's early 
work. Against this foil his metaphysico-religious optimism 
stands out all the more clearly, shining over all the worthlessness 
and all the misery of this world, striving with the pure intellect 
beyond this realm of appearances towards the beckoning goal of 
immortal life. The lasting impression that Aristotle received 
from this Platonic view of things cannot be doubted by any one 
who has followed its influence through his later development, but 
we must also bear in mind the background that is hidden from 
us by this typical Academic view. In this school began the move- 
ment that culminated in Aristotle's ethics, and even his dialogues 
betray something of the penetrating conceptual analysis that 
brought it into being. Men sought to understand the high ideal 
of the philosophic life by means of the nature of the human spirit 
itself, and in so doing, although they might at first, owing to the 
lack of analytical psychology, seem to find confirmation of their 
belief in the primacy of the knowing mind over the other parts 
of the soul, they at any rate stumbled on the problem of the 
different 'parts' of the soul, and on the task of doing justice to 
the irrational parts also, that is to say, of including them in the 
process of assimilating the spirit to God. In»»the Philehu^ as in 
the ProtrepUcus other 'lives’ appear besides the philosophical, 
and an attempt is made to relate them K question like that of 
the part played by pleasure in the pure philosophic life leads 
to the investigation of the motives of moral action; and the 
pedagogical idea of Plato’s old age, which was to train up the 
young to the good by accustoming them early to feel pleasure in 
the good and displeasure at the bad, is already close to Aristotle's 
ethics, according to which an act is good only when accompanied 
by j oy in the good The problem of character must also have been 
worked out in the Academy, since Xenocrates divided philosophy 
into logic, physics, and ethics or the study of character. Plato's 
later dialogues show signs of a theory of the will and of moral 
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responsibility, which proves that Aristotle was not the first 
person to attain a philosophical mastery of this question so 
much discussed in Greek criminal law. When Aristotle examines 
and rejects definitions of such words as choice, happiness, and 
pleasure, he probably takes them aU from discussions in the 
Academy. The intellectualization of Plato’s early metaphors 
and the inauguration of ethics as a separate study were already 
in full swing in that school. Aristotle is merely the Platonist who 
carried out these tendencies with the greatest definiteness. 

Aristotle was not a moral lawgiver in Plato’s manner. This 
was neither within the compass of his nature nor allowed by the 
advance of the problems. Though his ethics was at first saturated 
with the idea of the divine norm, and regarded all life as the 
service and knowledge of God, even in his earliest work the new 
element reveals another direction, namely the analysis of the 
forms of the moral life as they actually are. He abandons Plato’s 
theory of virtue for a theory of living types, adequate to the rich 
variety of the moral life in all conceivable manifestations, in- 
cluding economics, society, class-relationships, law, and business. 
Between this realistic study of civic life, and the lofty ideas 
handed down from Plato’s religious philosophy, which form the 
framework of the whole, there is great tension. Although 
Aristotle explains the types of the ]ust man, the brave, the proud, 
the liberal, and the magnificent, by means of a single formal 
conception of virtue, the principle of the proper mean, and 
although he develops his types not by pure description but by 
a dialectical .construction in which every feature is logically 
connected with the others, the content is taken from experience 
and the types themselyes arise from factual relationships as they 
are actually given The introductory discussion of the funda- 
mental nature of virtue is orientated with regard to the ques- 
tion of moral intention and its cultivation. This was a decided 
step forward ; the essence of moral value is now developed out 
of the subjective self, and the sphere of the will is marked off as 
its peculiar realm. This really gives the virtue of character 
pre-eminence over that of the intellect, and hence the larger part 
of the discussion is devoted to it, although Aristotle is still far 
from making a fundamental division between the two. The 
theory of ethical virtue now becomes to a certain extent an 
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ethics within ethics, and determines the name of the whole. 
From Aristotle alone we shoiild no longer see why the theory of 
intellectual virtue comes into ethics at all, if we did not know 
that to Plato (and to Aristotle in his youth) it had been the very 
centre, the science of the highest objective value. Even in his 
later days Aristotle coimected the highest end of human life 
with the divine end of the world, and hence made ethics cul- 
minate in theoretical metaphysics ; but his main emphasis then 
lay not on the apprehension of this eternal norm, but on the 
question how human individuals can realize this norm in will 
and action. As in ontology he made Plato’s Idea bear fruit in 
the apprehension of the world of appearances, so in ethics he 
made the will of the moral individual adopt the transcendental 
norm and thus objectify itself. The norm when thus internalized 
of course loses its character of universal validity, for there is no 
imperative that is binding on all men equally, except a purely 
formal generalization devoid of content. Aristotle’s aim is to 
unite the idea of complete obedience to the norm with the 
greatest individual variety. The moral personality is ‘a law to 
itself ’. In this guise the idea of personal moral autonomy, which 
was foreign to Plato, enters Greek consciousness for the first 
time. 

The two main parts of Aristotle’s ethics, the ethical doctrine 
of morality based on the good will and the metaphysical doctrine 
of the contemplation of God as our norm, evince a tendency to 
rid themselves of each other more and more in the course of his 
development The actual ‘ethic’ or theory of character, which 
in the original Ethics was closely bound up with the theological 
culmination, afterwards becomes independent and finds a 
principle of its own in practical moral insight. Aristotle finally 
abandoned altogether the attempt to carry Plato’s primacy of 
theoretical reason into the sphere of everyday ethics. He had, 
of course, watered down Plato’s ‘wisdom’ and ‘Nus’ into pure 
‘theoretical reason’; and the necessity for a sharp distinction 
between civic and metaphysical ethics is a direct result of the 
intellectualization of these conceptions, which to Plato meant 
both the knowledge of the good and the actual goodness of the 
soul. Thus Aristotle preserved the fundamentally critical 
character of his philosophy in ethics too. The result was a 
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tremendous enlargement and refinement in psychological com- 
prehension of the moral self, and the compression of 'intellectual- 
ism ' and the metaphysical element into a very small space. As 
in metaphysics, however, so in ethics he remains ultimately a 
Platonist, there m that he explains the world of experience teleo- 
logically by reference to a highest inexperienceable end, here in 
that he recognizes, beyond ordinary civic morality and the realm 
of practical action and will, a life passed in contemplating the 
eternal, which in his estimate unconditionally deserves the palm, 
and stands on a higher level even from the ethical point of view. 
In the Nicomachean Ethics, however, he makes the morality of 
civic life independent of this theology. They are two separate 
worlds differing in rank The appearance of the ‘theoretic life' 
at the end of the work means now, not that all earthly change 
must be 'made immortal' as far as possible, but that above the 
world of practical morality there is a higher. Thus Aristotle 
builds the Platonic world of his youth into the actual world, and 
gives it the highest position therein, the place from which the 
light of the eternal shines upon this world. This juxtaposition 
of the two ' lives ' has always been felt to be in some way personal 
and dependent on the philosopher's own experience. It does not 
possess the radical consistency either of Plato, who finds only 
the philosophic life worth living, or of Kant, who breaks once 
and lor all with the primacy of theoretical reason and declares 
the moral will to be the highest thing in the world. Both in 
ethics and in metaphysics Aristotle goes a little way with Kant, 
but something in him makes him shrink from the final conclusion. 
Neither the self-sufficiency of pure natural science nor the self- 
confidence of the mere will to fulfil one's moral obligations 
satisfied his sense of reality and of life. Plato's transcendent 
world would not let him go, and he was conscious that in 
introducing it he had added a new portion of reality to the old 
Greek structure of the world. Only so can we explain why his 
Nus takes on an almost mystical gleam in the theological parts 
of his metaphysics and ethics. This summit of human con- 
templation comes directly out of Plato's intellectual realm into 
Aristotle's world of facts, and gives to his view of life its peculiar 
modern tension and two-sidedness. 

In politics, which wc will here touch on only briefly, the inner 
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stratification is the same as in ethics and metaphysics. In fact, 
the historical development is particularly clear in this field. 
From the standpoint of the history of the mind the decisive 
problem in Plato's politics lies in that strict unconditional 
subordination of the individual to the state by which he 're- 
stored' the genuine old Greek life In the fourth century this 
life had long been disrupted by the preponderance of commercial 
forces and interests in the state and in the political parties, and 
by the intellectual mdividualism that became general during the 
period. Presumably every intelligent person saw clearly that 
the state could not be healed unless this individualism could be 
overcome, at least in its crudest form as the unbounded selfish- 
ness of each person ; but it was hard to get rid of when the state 
itself was inspired by the same spirit — ^had, in fact, made it 
the principle of its actions. The predatory politics of the end of 
the fifth century had gradually brought the citizens round to 
these new ways of thinking, and now the state feU a victim to 
the egoistic idea, impressively pictured by Thucydides, that it 
had itself made into a principle. The old state with its laws had 
represented to its citizens the totality of all 'customary' stan- 
dards. To live according to the laws was the highest unwritten 
law in ancient Greece, as Plato for one last time sadly represents 
it in his Crito. That dialogue shows the tragic conflict of the 
fourth century sharpened into conscious absurdity; the state 
is now such that according to its laws the justest and purest 
man in the Greek nation must drink the hemlock. The death 
of Socrates is a reductto ad dbsurdum of thS whole state, not 
merely of the contemporary office-holders. In the Gorgias Plato 
measures the Periclean state and its weiaker successors by the 
standard of the radical moral law, and arrives at an uncon- 
ditional condemnation of the historical state. When he goes 
on in the Republic to sacrifice the life of the individual completely 
to the state, with a one-sided strictness intolerable to the natural 
feelings of his century, his justification lies in the changed spuit 
of his new state. The sun that shines in it is the Idea of the Good, 
which Uluminates its darkest comers. Thus the subordination of 
all individuals to it, the reconversion of emancipated persons 
into true ' citizens ', is after aU only another way of expressing 
the historical fact that morality had finally separated itself from 
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politics and from the laws or customs of the historical state ; and 
that henceforth the independent conscience of the individual is 
the supreme court even for public questions. There had been 
conflicts of this sort before ; what is new is the proclamation of 
a permanent conflict. Plato's demand that philosophers shall 
be kings, which he maintained unabated right to the end, 
means that the state is to be rendered ethical through and 
through. It shows that the persons who stood highest m the 
intellectual scale had already abandoned the actual ship of state, 
for a state like Plato's could not have come alive in his own time, 
and perhaps not at any time. 

Aristotle retains Plato's external subordination of ethics to poli- 
tics, but with him, too, the real strength lies in the former, and 
from it he derives the norm of the best state and the content of 
the 'best life' To his sense of reality, however, this starting- 
point presents insoluble difficulties, which lead, at the very 
beginning of the earlier sketch of the ideal state, to the first clear 
formulation of the profound conflict concealed in Plato's state. 
In politics, too, Aristotle lives not in the Ideal world but in the 
tension between Idea and experience The actual political life of 
his time, however, does not allow him to find any way of relaxing 
this tension. In metaphysics and ethics he keeps the door to 
Plato's world open, in spite of his immanent point of view, and 
he can do so because that world is actual within himself. In 
politics, on the other hand, the ‘best state' remains a mere 
Utopia, and shows all too clearly that along this road the most 
one can attairrto is"' a mere educational institution. Incidentally, 
Aristotle did indeed formulate the problem of power clearly — ^he 
appends it to Plato's notion of the state as a sort of question- 
mark — and also explain that not all ‘mastery' is fundamentally 
bad; but he did not reach a satisfying solution, and in that 
advanced stage of general Greek culture a practical solution was 
no doubt altogether impossible. 

The problem of the state was wholly unmanageable. The 
Greeks' theoretical awareness of their own political life attained 
its highest point, like the conscious nervous nationalism of the 
Demosthenic party, at a time when the Greek city-state had 
begun to decline. It was a form that had lived its life out, and 
it now succumbed to societies of a cruder sort that still retained 
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their vigour. In his sketch of the ideal state Aristotle turns 
immediately to the significant question whether to escape from 
the state be not the only possible aim, and begins his analysis of 
actual political life by declaring that, with regard to reality, there 
is nothing for the philosopher to do but contribute his superior 
knowledge of the conditions of each particular constitution to 
the correct treatment of political disorders as they arise. This 
attitude of resignation is typical of the intellectual personalities 
of the time, even of the practical statesmen, who one and all 
approached the state with a certain detachment and whose 
pohtics always remained a sort of experiment. This detachment 
and the consciousness of it went furthest with Aristotle, because, 
himself without a state, he lived as an objective observer in a 
great state in the throes of dissolution, and had mastered the 
tremendous wealth of forms and possibilities. The only effective 
community that still had a strong hold on the Greeks of his time 
was civil society with its firm notions of education, demeanour, 
and urbanity. Significantly, he counts this not as a political force 
but as part of the permanent ethical make-up of personality, and 
therefore his discussion of it appears in the Ethics in the form of 
special ' virtues ' . The outer and inner support of the old morality 
had been the laws of the state ; that of the modern was the 
objective forms of society. There is no abstract ethical indi- 
vidualism in Aristotle — even the Stoics and Epicureans kept far 
from that extreme, in spite of the cosmopolitanism of the former 
and the ideal friendship of the latter — ^but his Politics shows with 
crass realism that society itself is only a small grofip of favoured 
persons, dragged hither and thither and maintaining a precarious 
existence in the universal struggle for money and power. 
Hellenistic ethics finally came to rest in the notion of inward 
freedom, which only occasionally appears in Aristotle ; this con- 
firmed for good and all the individuaTs independence of state 
and society. Within Aristotle's ethics this self-sufficiency exists 
only for the man who shares in the 'theoretic life', and even for 
him only on certain conditions ; but this increased sensitiveness 
to man's dependence on 'fortune' and external circumstances is 
itself precisely an expression of that longing for inward freedom, 
and that sense of the moral dignity of personality, which are 
characteristic of the whole age. 
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IV. PHILOSOPHY AS THE UNIVERSAL SCIENCE 

Aristotle's philosophy represents the difficulties that his age 
felt about the universe, expressed with the highest art of 
methodical thought. His scientific research, on the other hand, 
is more, and extends far beyond the vision of his contemporaries. 
To see this side of his achievement in a false light, by applying 
to it the standards of modern science and factual knowledge, is 
only too easy, and has been done again and again, every time 
that he has engaged the attention of the representatives of the 
specialized branches of science or the historians of the positive 
sciences. Perhaps, however, we may venture to hope that to-day 
the natveU of all such comparisons is clear even to those who 
have not been schooled by historical thought, and that we are 
relieved of the obligation to examine them. Here we may not 
only exclude the question of the correctness of Aristotle's detailed 
observations, but also omit to give any precise account of his 
epoch-making achievement as an inventor of methods, since our 
concern is only to evaluate the significance of his researches as a 
sign of the evolution of philosophy. 

The enlargement of Platonic 'philosopjiy' into universal 
science was a step forced on Aristotle by his high estimate of 
experience and by his principle that speculation must be based 
on perceptible reality. N evertheless, it took place only gradually, 
for, though he was by nature a scholar from the beginning and 
stood out as the great reader among the abstract Platonists — 
the story that Plato called him so is true in essence at any rate — 
the intellectual attitude of his first or transcendental period is 
incompatible with his subsequent unreserved devotion to the 
endless world of facts. From theoretical insight into the necessity 
of bringing experience within*the sphere of philosophic thought, 
for the logical establishment of a conception of being approxi- 
mating to the world of appearances, it is still a long way to 
the collection and elaboration of a gigantic mass of facts purely 
for their own sake ; and where we possess detailed insight into 
Aristotle's development we can still see clearly how once he set 
foot on this road he was driven step by step farther along it. One 
example must suffice. The celebrated sketch of the development 
from Thales to Plato in the first book of the Metaphysics is 
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strictly philosophical in intention ; its purpose is to derive the 
four principles on which Aristotle bases metaphysics, that is 
to say, it IS not historical, as has often been supposed, but 
systematic. It compresses and distorts the facts for the sake of 
what he wishes to extract from them. In his later period this 
account was enlarged into a general history of the sciences. It 
went far beyond its original systematic purpose and became an 
independent science, governed solely by its concern for the 
material. The collection of constitutions is rather different ; at 
any rate in theory this factual research remained a part of 
politics, its relation to which is certainly closer than that of the 
history of the sciences to metaphysics Even in politics, how- 
ever, the advance from mere bookish scholarship and from the 
principle of respecting experience to the working-up of all that 
constitutional material is an immense step and takes us beyond 
the bounds of philosophy proper. 

Every other example would serve to convince us in a similar 
way that in spite of the inner consistency of this evolution it 
involved a momentous displacement of the centre of gravity in 
the direction of positive research. The conceptual philosopher 
became a scientist who explained the whole world in universal 
fashion. Philosophy to him was now the name of the sphere of 
the sciences as a whole. When the word was coined it meant in 
the first place every kmd of study or intellectual interest, and in 
a narrower sense the search for truth and knowledge. The first 
person to give it a permanent terminological significance was 
Plato, who needed, to describe his kind of kn(>wing, a word that 
expressed at once the unattainabUity of the transcendental goal 
of knowledge and the eternity of the struggle towards it, the 
suspension between ignorance and 'wisdom'. Never, however, 
had it meant the established unity and present totality of all 
knowledge. Such an idea had never entered any one's brain at 
all. In Aristotle it did not take the form of attempting to justify 
the collection and organization of all existing sciences in one 
school by means of some attempt at external systematization. 
He was not an encyclopaedist This is shown by the fact that, 
though it may have been his theory to do so, he did not actually 
adopt in his ‘philosophy' the older independent sciences such as 
mathematics, optics, astronomy, and geography. Only medicine 
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got in and was industriously piirsued, because and so far ^ it 
offered a fruitful field for the actualization of Aristotle’s morpho- 
logical ideas. Those other studies did not do so, and thus the 
exceptions show that the astounding totality of Aristotle’s 
science is an organic growth firom the central point of his 
philosophy, the notion of form. This notion determined the 
limits of what his philosophy could master. As he developed his 
‘form’ changed from a theoretical conception of being to an 
instrument of applied science, a morphological and phenomeno- 
logical study of all things. He thus put philosophy in a position 
to attain a scientific grasp of the whole of reality. It ruled over 
all the provinces of knowledge to an extent that has never since 
been equalled. We must, however, keep on insisting that the 
cause of this fact is that his philosophy possessed the power of 
creating sciences, so that new ones were always springing forth 
from its lap, such as the biological, morphological, and physio- 
logical study of nature, or the biographical and morphological 
sciences of culture. Mere logic or formal systematic could never 
enable philosophy to maintain such a place in science, still less 
could an arbitrarily dictated view of the universe. 

The relation between science and world-view is the problema- 
tical point in Aristotle’s philosophy. There are two sides to it, 
since science rests on principles that have to be established 
not by itself but by philosophy, while on the other hand philo- 
sophy is built up on the basis of scientific experience. He believed 
that .with this conception of thought and experience he could 
make Plato’s philosophy into critical science ; for, although he 
does not distinguish philosophy and science by different names, 
the starting-point of His criticism of all earlier philosophy is a 
firm conception of what constitutes science. Even within his own 
philosophy he recognizes that the factual knowledge of the 
special sciences is scientific in a superior degree, not because of its 
greater exactitude (for this belongs rather to conceptual think- 
ing) but because of its impregnable reality — ^the problem whether 
the supersensible is real gave rise to aU kinds of imcertamty in 
the other sphere. Aristotle’s intellectual world presents a rmified 
appearance from without, but it carries within itself a conscious 
discord in the fundamental idea that philosophy and science 
tend to diverge, in spite of his efforts to bring them together by 
3803 D d 2 
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conceiving philosophy in the narrower and higher sense of the 
word as the necessary conclusion of the study of reality. Greek 
science had always received strong stimulation from that meta- 
physical attitude towards the world which is the driving force 
of philosophy, and each had furthered the other during their 
development. Once on the summit, however, they found them- 
selves in conflict. Aristotle restores them to unstable equili- 
brium. This instant represents the high point of the common 
part of their development. 

In Post-Aristotelian times neither philosophy nor science was 
able to maintain itself on this height. Science needed freer play 
than philosophy gave it. Its results often rendered doubtful the 
methods and principles of explanation that philosophy had 
provided it with. On the other side, the cultured classes, who 
had lost then rehgion, needed a metaphysical view of the world, 
and thus tempted philosophy to renew its bold speculative 
flight : and we have to admit that in tT3dng to satisfy this longing 
it was only obeying the impulse of self-preservation. Compared 
with Aristotle’s critical attitude Stoicism and Epicureanism look 
like dogmatism and the collapse of scientific philosophy. They 
took over his logical technique and developed the content of 
some of his metaphysical views, mixing them with older primi- 
tive ideas; or they renewed Pre-Socratic physics as Epicurus 
renewed Democritus, and built up an ethical ideal of life on that 
foundation The centre of gravity lay in metaphysics and ethics ; 
real research was not prosecuted at all. Afte^ the third gonera- 
tion the Peripatos assumed the same practical tendency, al- 
though it could not compete with the Stoics and the Epicureans 
in this field ; the result was the regrettabfe collapse of the school 
after Strato. That great investigator clearly shows, however, 
the only path that the movement initiated by Aristotle could 
take under the circumstances. During his period Peripatetic 
research was already in touch with Alexandria, where the soil 
was more favourable than in Attica to the development of the 
positive sciences, and where the keen wind of reality was blow- 
ing. Alexandrian science is the spiritual continuation of 
Aristotle’s last period. There the link between science and 
philosophy was definitely broken; the infinitely refined tech- 
nique of Ptolemaic research dispensed with the stable intellectual 
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centre that Aristotle’s detailed work had possessed in his great 
spiritualist view of the universe. On the other hand, the most 
important discoveries of ancient science are due to this separa- 
tion, which was a necessary liberation of research. It was now 
that medicine and natural science, together with exact philology, 
attained their greatest flowering They were represented by 
figures like Aristarchus, Aristophanes, Hipparchus, Eratos- 
thenes, and Archimedes. From the standpomt of Aristotelian 
philosophy and science, of course, all this is but half of the 
intellectual realm; but the desire for a metaphysical view of 
the world, and the desire for scientific strictness, never came 
together again in the ancient world Aristotle is classical in 
spite of his lateness just because he united them, although 
even in him research and explanation preponderate over the 
formation of world-pictures. 

High as Aristotle’s ideal was in itself, what is still more 
wonderful is its realization in the mind of a single man. This is 
and will remain a psychological marvel, into which we cannot 
penetrate deeper. The word ‘universality’ describes only his 
astounding power of spreading himself over all fields of reality, 
and his tremendous capacity for assimilation, both of which were 
attainable oidy in a period conscious of technique ; but what is 
far greater is the intellectual range that included both the con- 
templation of supersensible essences by pure Nus and a kniff^likp 
keenness of the conceptual understanding and a microscopic 
accuracy of sensible observation. This phenomenon becomes 
more comprehensible if we observe in the course of Aristotle’s 
development that originality and power of assimilation balance 
each other, but even s6 his leaning towards metaphysics and his 
highly developed capacity fqr inward experience remain some- 
thing unique in the spiritual make-up of a pronounced observer 
and discoverer. In spite of the many layers of his mental world 
there is a great unity about it because all his powers are 
developed only so far as they serve as instruments for the ob- 
jective contemplation of reality. His Nus lacks Plato’s world- 
transforming power, his conceptual thinking the solid practical 
bulk of dogmatism, his observation the turn for inventions and 
technical improvements ; the three are united in one single task, 
the apprehension of what is. His whole creativity is exhausted 
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in the continual production of new instruments for the service of 
this work. 

The presupposition of this complete devotion to the con- 
templation of the world is the objectivity, to the ultimate 
spiritual depths of which we cannot penetrate, in which every- 
thing that Aristotle put out is steeped, and which he bequeathed 
to Hellenistic science. We have already remarked that it is not 
to be confused with impersonality, but is a suprapersonal form 
of the mind. It is as far removed from the artistic objectivity 
with which Plato in his writings clothes his spiritual passion to 
transform human life, as from that Thucydidean kind which 
escapes the pains of a frightful historical fate by regarding it as 
the necessary course of events and turning it into political know- 
ledge. In those two Attic writers the struggle for objectivity is 
the reaction of a self that concentrates on sovereign values and 
is passionately interested in life. In their cases we ought to speak 
of objectification rather than simple objectivity. The objectivity 
of Aristotle is something primary. It expresses a great serenity 
towards life and the world, which we look for vainly in Attica 
from Solon to Epicurus. It is to be found rather in Hecataeus, 
Herodotus, Anaxagoras, Eudoxus, and Democritus, much as 
these men differ from each other. There is something peculiarly 
contemplative and non-tragic about them. Aristotle, too, 
possessed that world-wide Ionian horizon, of whose soul- 
liberating breadth the brooding Athenians had no inkling. At 
the same time the essence of the Attic spirit ^ profound 
influence upon him as it had upon Herodotus; it gave to 
his comprdiensive Icrroplot or inquiry its unity and strictness of 
principle. Through these gifts he became, what it was not 
vouchsafed to any of the Ionian contemplators of the universe 
to be, the compelling organj^j^pij^rea^^^ and of science. . 
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